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DEFINITION OF TERMS
Diversion Rate - a measure of the reduction in waste disposal (usually by all 
waste management methods applied) either by a percentage of weight or 
volume diverted from disposal.
Generation Rate - the amount (by weight, volume or percentage of overall 
waste) of materials and products entering the waste stream before materials 
recovery, composting, or combustion (EPA 1992, ES-2).
Integrated Solid Waste Management (ISWMI - the selection and application of 
suitable techniques, technologies and management programs to achieve 
specific waste management objectives and goals (Tchobanoglous 1993, 15). 
An example of an integrated solid waste system would be the simultaneous 
use of recycling for residential and commercial waste, composting of yard 
waste and sewage sludge, and conversion of the remainder through waste-to- 
energy technology with ash and residue being landfilled.
Municipal Solid Waste fMSW I - a heterogenous mass of material thrown away 
by urban communities (Tchobanoglous 1993, 3) as opposed to the more 
homogenous agricultural, industrial or mineral wastes. The USEPA (1992a, 
ES-2) goes on to define MSW as a material stream including durable goods, 
nondurable goods, containers and packaging, food scraps, yard trimmings, 
and miscellaneous inorganic wastes from residential, commercial, institutional, 
and industrial sources. MSW does not include construction and demolition 
wastes, municipal sludges, combustion ash, and industrial process wastes that
might also be disposed of in municipal waste landfills or incinerators. Exam­
ples of MSW by category are given below (EPA 1992a, 1-3):
Residential - Appliances, newspaper, clothing, cans, bottles, food 
packaging, yard trimmings, etc.
Commercial - boxes, food wastes, office paper, yard trimmings, etc.
Institutional - cafeteria and restroom wastes, office paper, classroom 
waste, yard trimmings, etc.
Industrial - corrugated boxes, wood pallets, office paper, etc.
Participation Rate - the percentage of eligible households that take part in a
recycling program by placing materials for collection. Participation rates do
not indicate the frequency of participation, the amount of material collected or
the percentage of total waste generated being recycled.
Recovery Rate - the rate at which recyclable materials is reclaimed for
recycling or reuse (Pferdehint 1993, 63). Recovery rate may be expressed as
either pounds per household per month or as a percentage of recyclable
materials generated.
Recovery - the removal of materials from the waste stream for the purpose of
recycling or composting (EPA 1992, ES-2).
Recycling - the reuse, reprocessing or remanufacture of a material either for 
its original purpose or for some new purpose.
Recyclable Materials - the components of waste that are considered to be 
technically, if not economically, recoverable for reuse or remanufacturing. 
These components are paper and paperboard, glass, aluminum, steel and
other ferrous metals, and plastic. Yard waste and sewage sledge are consid­
ered to be compostables not recyclable materials.
Source Reduction - the diminution of waste generation either before or after 
manufacturing. Source reduction may be accomplished through the design, 
m anufacturing or packaging of products to reduce the amount to waste 
generated or it may be accomplished by the consumer using selective buying 
patterns. Source reduction should be viewed as any process that reduces 
waste generation, such as product reformulation to reduce waste either in the 
manufacture of the product or in its end use. Recycling and composting are 
not source reduction methods since these activities occur only after waste 
generation and not before.
Subtitle D - RCRA regulations Parts 257 and 258 dealing with minimum 
standards for solid waste disposal facilities and practices.
Tipping fee - charge levied by solid waste disposal facility operator for each 
unit of MSW deposited or tipped, usually in $/ton.
W aste-to-Energv fW TEt - conversion of waste by combustion for the primary 
purpose of energy recovery. A secondary benefit of WTE conversion is 
volume and weight reduction. WTE should not be confused with waste 
incineration, which is used primarily for volume and weight reduction with 
energy recovery a possible, but not necessary, secondary benefit.
ABSTRACT
A practical methodology has been developed to analyze the cost of 
integrated solid waste management, which is defined as the selection and 
application of suitable techniques, technologies and m anagem ent program s to 
achieve specific waste management objectives and goals, using some com bi­
nation of recycling, composting, transfer to remote disposal, waste-to-energy, 
and landfills. The cost of both integrated and non-integrated solid waste m an­
agem ent systems can be accurately analyzed by the methodology. Regional 
waste m anagem ent scenarios can also be evaluated and the resulting cost 
estimates compared to the cost of current local waste management. A com ­
puter model has been written to execute the analysis, making sensitivity analy­
sis of cost estimates possible.
While the model is designed to incorporate all available data on local 
waste characteristics and management cost, default values based upon 
national and regional data are included throughout the program. A new 
extension of the shift-share technique has been developed to more accurately 
estimate certain parameters such as waste generation rates and composition 
in terms of both weight and volume. Interpretation of the cost analysis is 
accomplished by use of the discounting function, amortization of capital cost, 
and generally accepted accounting principles to rationalize the results.
Metropolitan New Orleans was chosen as a study area in which to test 
the methodology. It was concluded from the test results that the shift-share
analysis of waste generation couid be used to generate more accurate 
predictions of future waste generation and composition. The method of 
financial analysis gave an accurate comparison of the cost of local versus 
regional waste management. Based upon the local cost assumptions for this 
study area, it was concluded that waste management by landfill would result in 
the lowest cost and that regionalization would only marginally reduce the total 
cost. While this method was tested using a specific study area, it is applicable 
to any area or region in the United States.
xv
INTRODUCTION
Management of municipal solid waste (MSW) in the United States is a 
significant problem that will not be resolved in the near future. The total 
weight of waste generated on a per capita basis has steadily increased since 
World War II and shows no sign of abating. The composition of American 
waste has and will continue to change in a number of troubling ways, primarily 
as a result of increased consumer packaging. The result of the compositional 
change is a disproportional increase in the volume of the MSW to be disposed 
as the low-density, high-volume packaging is generally landfilled. Federal and 
state regulation, spurred by public concern for the environment, seeks to 
enforce ever more stringent and costly requirements on all forms of solid 
waste disposal, particularly landfills. The escalating standards have dram at­
ically reduced the number of operating landfills and the number of new landfill 
permit applications while simultaneously increasing the lead time to obtain the 
required permits for all types of waste management facilities. The declining 
supply of waste disposal capacity and the increasing demand for waste 
disposal will result in higher cost to the consumer, as it already has in most 
areas of the country.
Waste disposal in the United States has historically been an issue that 
has been addressed by local government. Local, publicly-owned landfills have 
been the natural solution to the problem. Beginning in the 1970's with the 
enactment of federal environmental protection laws such as the Resource
1
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), waste management became a 
regional and national issue. This transformation occurred as a result of a 
number of factors. First, the public grew more concerned about environmental 
protection. Environmental interest groups began to push for greater use of 
so-called environmentally conscious methods of waste management, both 
municipal and industrial, such as recycling. Federal regulations were further 
strengthened to address the perceived problems, which lead to minimum stan­
dards for disposal facilities. Statewide solid waste management plans were 
mandated by federal law, which prompted more structured planning and 
permitting processes. Increased public awareness led to increased public 
involvement in the permit process. Permit applications for all types of solid 
waste transfer and disposal facilities, once rubber stamped by regulatory 
agencies, were subjected to increased public scrutiny via the mass media.
Even approved permit applications became the target for lengthy adjudication. 
Given the time and expense associated with permitting waste disposal facili­
ties, and sensing voter resentment on issues of siting, local politicians loathed 
the thought of new landfills, incinerators or MSW transfer stations.
Seeing the multi-billion dollar profit potential, private corporations, 
previously limited to local waste collection and transport, stepped in to fill the 
void. Consolidation of these small companies spawned huge, nationwide 
corporations that competed for lucrative public and private waste disposal con­
tracts. Eventually, even the highly-trained technical and legal staffs of these
corporations were unable to meet all of the requirements created be state and 
federal agencies or to satisfy demands of the public interest groups. The 
ultimate resolution of this problem was seen as large, regional public authori­
ties using privately operated integrated waste m anagem ent systems designed 
to do the least environmental damage while achieving the econom ic benefits 
of scale.
Solid waste management in metropolitan New Orleans represents a 
m icrocosm of the national dilemma. The objective of this study is to develop 
a method to analyze the cost of local and regional solid waste management.
A comparison of the regional and non-regional results determ ines the true cost 
saving of regional waste management. We also attempt to evaluate inte­
grated versus non-integrated waste management methods to determ ine the 
optimal method of waste management. The waste m anagem ent technologies 
considered in the study were recycling, composting, transfer to distant d ispos­
al, waste-to-energy conversion, and landfilling. In the process of developing 
the methodology, the traditional assessment methods are examined for 
accuracy and completeness. Particular emphasis is placed on whether the 
quantitative financial analysis methods commonly used are appropriate and 
accurate.
In this thesis, new methods of waste generation predictions and 
compositional analysisare defined, and techniques previously used in popula­
tion and demographic projections are adapted. Interpretation of the cost
4analysis is accomplished by use of the discounting function, amortization of 
capital cost, and generally accepted accounting principles to rationalize the re­
sults.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Once upon a time waste management simply meant waste disposal and 
the purpose was solely to protect human health. However, a recent survey by 
The Economist (1993) concluded that waste disposal was the environmental 
problem about which people were most concerned. Solid waste management 
has changed with public opinion and is now defined by Tchobanoglous (1993) 
as the control of waste generation, storage, collection, transfer, processing, 
and disposal by methods adequate to protect human health and the environ­
ment with consideration for constraints posed by economics, engineering, 
aesthetics, and public attitudes. Solid waste management now draws upon 
not only engineering but also the fields of administration, finance, planning, 
and law.
As the arguments in favor of strong controls on waste management 
have increased, more emphasis has been placed on the selection and im ple­
mentation of multiple technologies and management strategies to achieve the 
different goals simultaneously, hence the term Integrated Solid Waste M an­
agement (ISWM). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
defined its hierarchy of safe and effective (MSW) management methods 
(USEPA 1988a, 8) as source reduction, recycling, combustion and landfilling. 
Some authors have substituted waste transformation, which includes a more 
technical means of volume/weight reduction, such as composting, for the 
narrowly defined term combustion (Tchobanoglous 1993, 15).
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6Causes of the Waste Management Dilemma
One of the primary reasons integrated solid waste m anagem ent is being 
adopted in the United States is the perceived crisis arising from increased 
waste generation and reduced landfill capacity (USEPA 1988b). Figure 2.1 
illustrates the growth in municipal solid waste generation in the United States 
between 1960 and 1990 (USEPA 1988b).
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Figure 2.1 U.S. MSW Generation Rates - Per Capita and Total
While the increase in total waste generated might be expected as a 
result of population growth, the increase in per capita generation is less widely 
recognized. As the Figure 2.1 indicates, the average waste generation rate in 
1960 was 2.7 pounds per person per day but had risen to 4.3 pounds per 
person per day by 1990, an increase of 59% or 1.5% per annum. Figure 2.2 
illustrates the relationship in terms of the rate of change per year. While the
71960's 1970's 1980's
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Figure 2.2 Annual Rate of Change - Waste Generation Rates
rate of increase in waste generation per capita has declined since the 1960's, 
the rate of change is still positive. This means that the waste generation rate 
is growing in real terms even after adjustment for population change.
The United States now has the highest waste generation rate in the in­
dustrialized world and one of the highest rates when measured against per 
capita gross national product (GNP). Figure 2.3 is a plot of the annual per 
capita GNP versus annual per capita solid waste generation (Environmental 
Defense Fund 1990). The figure illustrates that high GNP does not necessari­
ly mean high waste generation rates or vice versa (Source: World Resources 
Institute et a I., World Resource, 1988-89 New York: Basic Books 1988,
Table 20.7).
When the ratio of MSW  generation to GNP is calculated, the United 
States ranks second only to Canada among the world's major industrialized
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Figure 2.3 Per Capita Generation of MSW versus Per Capita Income for 24 
Countries
countries. The United States generates more than 100 pounds of municipal 
solid waste for every thousand dollars of gross nation product (see 
Figure 2.4).
While waste has traditionally been characterized by weight, another 
factor in the waste management dilemma relates to the characterization of 
MSW by volume. The USEPA noted in its 1990 report (1990a. ES-2) that the 
volume of solid waste was the key element in determining the rate at which 
landfill capacity is being used. The report went on to note that volume esti­
mates were far more difficult to make than weight estimates because the 
density of MSW varies depending on whether it is measured at the time of
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Figure 2.4 Waste Generation per Dollar of Gross National Product
generation, during collection, or after disposal and compaction in landfills. 
Because the weight of MSW  can be readily and accurately determ ined, it 
serves as the basis for landfill tipping fees and MSW statistical compilations 
(USEPA 1992a, 6-1). No standard measure of volume is currently in use. 
USEPA noted that landfill space fills up but that it does not become over­
weight.
Having defined the need for a higher degree of accuracy in volume 
estimates, efforts began in 1989 to set a national standard. Under a jo in t pro­
gram labeled The Garbage Project, the USEPA, the University of Arizona and 
Franklin Associates Limited made density measurements on twenty-four MSW 
components excavated from the Los Reales landfill in Tucson (Hunt et al., 
1990). The findings of the study confirmed previous estimates made by the
USEPA (1988a). Robinson (1986), Tchobanoglous (1977), Hagerty (1973), 
and Neal (1987) had also made estimates of MSW volume during various 
stages of collection and disposal. The results of these studies were largely 
confirmed by Hunt, although USEPA was the first to thoroughly classify MSW 
in terms of volume, composition by weight and composition by volume. Lea 
hypothesized in 1991 (Lea 1991) that the USEPA's prelim inary estimates of 
volume characterization meant that waste volume could be growing faster than 
waste weight. This hypothesis was partially confirmed by USEPA in 1992 
(1992b, Table 44) when it indicated that landfill disposal volume increased at a 
faster rate in the 1990 estimate than in the 1988 estimates (USEPA 1990, 
Table 42). Lea pointed out in 1993 (Lea 1993) that changes in MSW  com po­
sition resulting in lower landfill density would have the effect of reducing 
landfill life and that such changes might go unnoticed if projections were 
based solely upon weight. No additional references in the literature were 
found analyzing the effect of volume and composition changes.
Landfill Capacity
While waste generation rates in the United States are increasing, landfill 
capacity are experiencing a significant decline. In a study of landfill capacity, 
the USEPA reported a 70% reduction in the total number of operating landfills 
between 1978 and 1988 (EPA 1986), but did not estimate the reduction in 
landfill capacity. USEPA concluded that almost 75% of the remaining landfills 
would be closed within 15 years. This factor, coupled with a slowdown in the
rate at which new landfills were expected to be permitted, lead the agency to 
conclude that a 30% drop in landfill capacity would occur nationally between 
1988 and 1993. A number of organizations have attempted to quantify the 
number of operating landfills in the U.S. and project the remaining life of these 
facilities, with significant variation in the results. Repa and Sheets (1992) 
attempted to compile and analyze the results of these surveys. They conclud­
ed that the survey results were inconsistent because the estimates ranged 
from 2500 less active landfills than the EPA predicted to 1500 more active 
landfills. Repa and Sheets also stated that counting the number of landfills 
failed to define the more important issue of remaining landfill capacity. The 
authors analyzed the data and concluded that each state had closed an 
average 63 landfills between 1986 and 1991 while permitting only 13 new or 
expanded landfills. The authors deduced that overall landfill capacity must be 
declining and cited a survey conducted by the National Solid Waste M anage­
ment Association in 1991 (see Figure 2.5). To support this deduction, Repa 
and Sheets pointed out that estimates of landfill capacity had begun to decline 
noticeably as the combined effects of slow permitting and increased closure 
were realized. Figure 2.6 shows the effect of declining capacity on tipping 
fees in the United States.
The number of active landfills in Louisiana has declined by 96% since 
1981 (DEQ 1993, 7) per Figure 2.7. Average Louisiana landfill tipping fees
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Figure 2.7 Operational Landfills in Louisiana
were $15/ton in 1993 as compared to the national average of $26.56/ton (DEQ 
1993,11). Overall, DEQ expects landfill construction cost to rise 4700%  by the 
of end of 1993 as compared to 1980 (DEQ 1993,12), although the basis for 
the estimate was not stated. DEQ did not estimate the post-Subtitle D cost of 
landfill operation, closure or post-closure care. EPA rendered its analysis of 
the cost increase in a much different fashion, choosing to look at the average 
incremental discounted cost per ton immediately after the Subtitle D regula­
tions became effective (see Figure 2.8). EPA noted that the great variation in 
cost estimates reflected the degree of compatibility, or lack thereof, between 
existing state regulations and the new Subtitle D standards.
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Figure 2.8 EPA Estimate of Subtitle D Cost
Baaulation of Solid Waste Disposal
The reduction in MSW iandfill space and the increase in tipping fees can 
be linked directly to federal regulatory changes beginning with the passage of 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in 1976. With the 1979 
am endments (40 CFR Part 257), EPA established minimum national stan­
dards for solid waste disposal facilities and practices, commonly referred to as 
Subtitle D (USEPA 1991). In a series of studies and reports either authorized 
by EPA and mandated by Congress, the characteristics of the nation's solid 
waste were determined, as were the disposal practices and the risk to human 
health and the environmental. On October 9, 1991, USEPA promulgated 141
pages of Subtitle D rules (40 CFR Parts 257 and 258) setting forth minimum 
federal criteria for municipal solid waste landfills (MSWLF). The new minimum 
MSWLF standards addressed siting restrictions, facility design and operating 
criteria, groundwater monitoring, corrective action requirements, financial 
assurance requirements, floodplains, endangered species, surface and ground 
water, human disease, air pollution, safety, land application of waste, facility 
closure, and post-closure care. USEPA required that states adopt and 
im plem ent a permit program for all MSWLF's at least as stringent as the 
federal rules. USEPA review and approval of the state programs was required 
by April of 1993. USEPA also established a deadline of October 9, 1993 by 
which time any new or extended MSWLF's would have to comply with the new 
requirements. Any existing MSWLF accepting waste after October 9, 1993, 
would have to conform with the closure/post-closure care requirements and 
meet financial assurance guarantees necessary to obtain the required operat­
ing permits. USEPA expected few existing facilities to continue in operation 
after October 9, 1993.
In response to the federal mandate for action, DEQ promulgated the 
Louisiana Solid Waste Rules and Regulations (LSWRR) on February 20, 1993 
(LAC 33:VII.1). LSWRR sets requirements for MSWLF double liner systems, 
quality assurance and quality control plans and standards for closure cover 
and post-closure care. DEQ estimated that this would substantially increase 
construction and maintenance costs for MSWLF's (DEQ 1993,13).
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Regionalization of Waste Management
Concurrent with efforts to impose national standards for solid waste 
management, EPA began efforts to encourage regionalization of waste 
m anagem ent systems. USEPA foresaw two benefits in regionalization 
(USEPA 1990b). First, EPA described a system of large, regionalized dispos­
al facilities (landfills, compost facilities, MURF's, WTE plants, etc.) that could 
capture the economic advantages attributed to economy of scale. EPA 
reasoned that these benefits were not enjoyed by smaller municipalities and 
rural areas. EPA described an array of legal options that could be used to 
form these authorities and cooperatives.
The second benefit EPA cited in favor of regionalization was protection 
of the environment. The agency reasoned that large municipal solid waste 
management facilities could overcome what it asserted were the high entry 
cost of pollution prevention by spreading the abatement costs over more units 
of disposal. Furthermore, EPA stated its belief that regional waste m anage­
ment authorities were likely to have greater access to trained professionals 
specializing in the planning, design, financing, construction, operation and 
closure of integrated waste management systems. Finally, EPA said regionali­
zation would result in a smaller number of facilities to be regulated. These 
views are largely substantiated in the literature (Berger and Hull 1992;
Hickman and Matar 1992; Gagliando 1991; Jadun 1992; Mestayer 1992; 
SWANA 1991; Yancy 1991).
Regionalization became a matter of policy with the enactm ent of Subti­
tle D in 1991. In its preamble (USEPA 1991, 50988), EPA stated that small 
landfills "tend to be poorly located and designed, and operate at the high end 
of the cost per ton." EPA went on to say that the cost impacts of Subti­
tle D would be strongly m itigated by increased regionalization and that solid 
waste management under the new system would be "preferable to continued 
use of small, poorly planned facilities that may pose health and environm ental 
threats to their communities."
Like many states, Louisiana began to respond to the increasing pressure 
from the federal government. In 1989, the Louisiana Solid Waste Recycling 
and Reduction Law, commonly called Act 185, (Louisiana Revised Statute 
[Annotated] 30.2411) was passed. This law set a goal of a 25% reduction in 
solid waste disposal by 1993 and required parishes and municipalities to 
develop solid waste management and recycling plans. The Louisiana Re­
source Recovery and Development Act (LRRDA) was reactivated in 1987 
(LRS 30.2801) for the purpose of developing comprehensive solid waste m an­
agement strategies on a regional basis. In February of 1993, the LRRDA 
Board recognized eight statewide planning districts as the basis for form ulation 
of ISWM plans. DEQ also sought endorsement of its statewide solid waste 
management plan (commonly called SWAMP) by the state senate and 
approval for a $2/ton surcharge on all solid waste disposed in landfills to be
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used to fund the LRRDA's ISWM planning districts. Both requests were 
denied.
Engineering Analysis of Solid Waste Management Cost
The traditional engineering method of analyzing the cost of solid waste 
management (SWM) cost is first to quantify the amount of waste expected to 
be generated during a period of time and then to estimate the cost of treat­
ment and/or disposal. Tchobanoglous outlined the process in his 1977 book 
Solid Waste - Engineering Principles and Management Issues. Figure 2.9 
gives a brief summary of the principal steps involved.
The principles used in SWM cost analysis are the same as those em ­
ployed in any number of engineering fields such as mineral extraction or 
transportation engineering. Often the literature relating specifically to SWM
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Figure 2.9 SWM Cost Analysis Flow Diagram
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cost analysis refers to these methods (Tchobanoglous 1993; Robinson 1986, 
NCRR date unknown). A number of reports analyzing SWM costs within the 
New Orleans Metropolitan area have been done by consulting engineers.
The most significant of these reports are listed in Table 2.1.
An excerpt of results typical of these reports is given in Table 2.2 and a 
more detailed summary is included in Appendix A. The example of Table 2.2
Table 2.1 SWM Reports in the Study Region
Consultant
Name
Name of Report Study Area Year of Report
Camp Dresser & 
McKee,Inc. (CDM)
Solid Waste Rate 
Study
Jefferson Parish 1991
James M. Montgom­
ery, Inc. (JMM)
Solid Waste 
Recycling Action Plan
Jefferson Parish 1992
National Center for 
Resource Recovery 
Inc.
(NCRR)
Shakedown 
Report Resource Re­
covery 
Facility
Orleans Parish 1981
Gershman, Brickner 
& Bratton,
Inc. (GBB)
Solid Waste 
Management 
Strategy
Orleans Parish 1990
Burke-
Kleinpeter, Inc.
Solid Waste 
Disposal Plan
St. Bernard 
Parish
1992
U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers
(CORPS)
Waste
Management
Study
St. Bernard 
Parish
1993
Franklin
Associates, Ltd.
Energy Recovery 
Alternatives
Jefferson,
Orleans,
St. Bernard and St. 
Tammany 
Parishes
1982
Owen and White, 
Inc.
Statewide 
Regional 
Solid Waste 
Management 
Plan
State of 
Louisiana
1991
2 0
Table 2.2 Example of Engineering Analysis of SWM Cost
Total Waste Stream (Tons) 32,417
Waste Composted (Tons) 3,242
Waste Recycled (Tons) 3,242
Waste to RDF (Tons) 12,967
Waste Landfilled (Tons) 12,966
Collection Costs $719,769
Collection Haul $296,441
Total Collection Cost $1,016,210
Transfer Capital Cost $87,637
Transfer Operation Cost $295,457
Transfer Haul $230,159
Total Transfer Cost $613,252
Recycling Capital Cost $40,532
Recycling Operation Cost $261,056
Recycling Haul $71,978
Total Recvclinq Cost $373,566
Composting Capital Cost $30,673
Composting Operations Cost $87,630
Total Compostinq Cost $118,303
RDF Capital Cost $395,189
RDF Operations Cost $531,434
RDF Haul $0
Total RDF Cost $926,623
Recycling Revenue $77,801
Compostinq Revenue $0
RDF Revenue $116,701
Total Revenue $134,502
SLF Capital Cost $147,230
SLF Operation Cost $432,336
Total SLF Cost $579,566
Total System Cost $3,627,521
Total Svstem Revenue $194,502
Net Svstem Cost $3,433,019
Net Cost Per Ton $105.90
Population Served $44,131
Net Cost Per Capita $77.79
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chosen from the reports listed in Table 2.1, but does contain all the basic 
elements included in those reports. Comparison of the method used to 
generate the results in Table 2.2 approximately corresponds to the flow d ia­
gram in Figure 2.9.
In preparing the report from which Table 2.2 was drawn, the consultant 
included recycling, composting, long distance transfer to disposal, landfilling 
and refuse derived fuel (RDF) as the possible waste m anagem ent technolo­
gies. Flowever, the consultant did not calculate the cost of each item as an 
integrated part of the whole. The cost was determ ined for each of the individ­
ual management techniques and then added together as desired. For exam ­
ple, the RDF cost used in Table 2.2 had been calculated for 100% of the 
waste but used in combination with the recycling option even though recycling 
will change the amount and characteristics of the waste. The RDF cost was 
calculated on a dollar per ton basis as if all the waste was being burned and 
the same dollar per ton cost was applied to the waste going to RDF in the 
example (Table 2.2).
Waste Composition and Generation Rate
In order to determine waste composition and thereby estimate waste 
generation rates per capita, engineers rely upon one of two methods: physical 
waste composition sampling or national waste composition estimates. Physi­
cal characterization involves site-specific sampling, sorting, and weighing of 
the waste components. Because of the heterogeneity of MSW, the task of
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determ ination of composition is difficult. Wide variations in local conditions, 
including the season, economic conditions, and location make statistical 
procedures difficult to implement. USEPA has made available software for 
designing sampling protocol for physical studies (USEPA 1990c). This 
method involves the dumping, sorting, characterizing, and measuring of MSW 
in many trucks for long periods, making it expensive. Therefore, it is not often 
used.
Physical waste composition study results have been used in some of 
the reports listed in Table 2.1. GBB reported using the result of three 
samplings of raw waste taken from the trommel at the Recovery 1 facility 
(GBB 1990) as detailed by NCRR in 1981. JMM based its waste composition 
analysis for Jefferson Parish on information from Hattiesburg, M ississippi, and 
Pensacola, Florida (JMM 1992). Physical waste characterization data are also 
available from a study done in Alexandria, Louisiana (Resource Management 
Consultants 1991). All of the reports in Table 2.1 that used physical charac­
terization data reported using the same waste composition for the projection 
period.
The second method of waste characterization is the materials flow analy­
sis (also called the material volume method) as used by Franklin Associates in 
its 1986, 1988, 1990, and 1992 reports to the USEPA (Franklin 1986; Franklin 
1988; USEPA 1990a; USEPA 1992a). This method was developed in the 
1960's and 1970's by the United States Public Health Service (USPHS) and
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later adopted by the USEPA. The methodology has been exhaustively 
covered in a series of published reports to the USPHS, USEPA, Congress, 
and the President and is the government's primary method of characterizing 
MSW (Darnay and Franklin 1969; 1971; 1972; Franklin et al 1975; Smith 
1975; USEPA 1974; 1975; 1977). The Franklin Associates’ model is sim ilar to 
those used in preparing macro economic forecasts. Residential, commercial, 
and institutional solid wastes are estimated based upon published data 
regarding production and consumption of materials and products. The data 
are collected primarily from the U.S. Department of Commerce and certain 
trade associations. Adjustments are made for imports and exports, products 
destroyed in use (i.e., pencils, matches, etc.) or diverted for long periods of 
time (i.e. library books, structural steel, etc.) and adjusted for materials and 
energy recovery. The projections are presented as national net discards, 
generally expressed in annual tonnage.
Another composition report sometimes cited as the basis for waste 
generation projections is the Ontario Waste Composition Study conducted by 
the Ontario Ministry of Environment (Ontario 1991a; 1991b; 1991c; 1991 d ).
The Ontario study used the physical characterization approach. The research­
ers reported being unable to establish the hypothesized causal link between 
waste generation and demographic factors (income, age, sex, etc.). Although 
the linkage was not established, the data derived for waste composition,
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especially in commercial areas, represent an important resource for research­
ers and practitioners.
In most of the reports in Table 2.1, published compositional data were 
used as the basis for waste generation and the waste composition was 
generally fixed for the projection period. In some cases, the compositional 
data were changed to correspond to any projected change in the published 
data. No cases were found where knowledge of local variation in composition 
was used to correct or modify the published data.
Population Projections
Population estimation is an important part of any SWM cost analysis or 
estimate of waste quantity or composition (Tchobanoglous 1992; EPA 1992a). 
Every case cited in the literature, including the reports cited in Table 2.1, 
relied solely upon U.S. Census Bureau population projections. An alternative 
to this method of population projection was developed by Irwin in 1991. Irwin 
suggested an adaptation of the shift-share analysis. His hypothesis was that 
shift-share could provide standardization and decomposition techniques to 
allocate observed local population growth rates into the following: 1) the direct 
share of parish population change from state population growth (state growth 
effect); 2) the share of population change as a result of unique parish popula­
tion composition (share effect); and 3) other population changes unique to the 
parishes such as migration or urban flight (shift effect).
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Although Irwin did not cite the published literature on the shift-share 
method, it does exist. Shift-share was first proposed by Daniel Creamer in 
1943 as a technique for analyzing regional economic activity. From the 
literature it appears that this method was readily adopted and extensively used 
by regional planners and economists specializing in regional growth analysis 
(Arcelus, 1984). These regional practitioners were accustomed to statistically 
rigorous techniques demanding data, more often than not, scarce and unreli­
able data.
The literature indicates a debate over the accuracy of the method, one 
scholar even writing that shift-share was little more than "a harmless pastime 
for small boys with pocket calculators" (Richardson 1978). Nevertheless, new 
applications of the technique have been proposed, including analysis of 
regional crime growth (Blair and Mabry 1980), forest service recreation trends 
(Schuster 1992) and population projection (Irwin 1991). In 1984, Arcelus 
proposed an extension of shift-share analysis and made persuasive argum ents 
in favor of continued use of the method. The article by Arcelus seems to have 
satisfied much of the academic debate over the method.
Optim ization Methodology
Optim ization theory is not commonly applied by practitioners in the field 
of ISWM cost analysis, but the basis for its theoretical use appears in the 
literature. Lund proposed a methodology (Lund 1990) utilizing simple linear 
programming techniques. The proposed system was governed by a decision
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variable comprised of present and future costs of recycling and landfilling.
The stated objective was the minimization of the present cost. Constraints of 
the objective functions were defined as landfill capacity, total waste genera­
tion, total number of waste generators, and included strictures preventing 
negative recycling values. Jacobs and Everett extended this work in 1992 to 
show optimal scheduling of consecutive landfills with recycling.
The form of the Jacobs and Everett models is sim ilar in both cases, 
beginning with the definition of the linear mass balance relationship formally 
described as:
where S„ is the quantity of waste deposited in landfill I in year t (assumes 
multiple, consecutive landfills) and RIJt representing the type of waste genera­
tor i using recycling option /  in year t (assumes multiple recycling options).
The term A,/( describes the volume reduction of waste generator / 's use of 
recycling option j  and n representing the number of class / waste generator in 
year t. The volume of waste from year /'generator in year t equals //„.
A second constraint of the mass balance was given by the following: 
meaning that the total waste deposited in landfill / cannot exceed the capacity
L I J I
(2 .1)
T
E s„ <- CAP, (2.2)
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of the landfill (CAP , ). The number of waste generators Rijt must also not 
exceed the total number served by recycling option j  in year t . y equals the
fraction of class / generators thus served as stated in equation (2.3).
Rqt  ^Ynijt (2-3)
Here, y is assumed to always equal 1, therefore,
R/jt= nijt
Finally, the amount of waste deposited in landfills and the number of waste 
generators using a recycling option cannot be negative, as expressed below:
S^Rgt* 0 (2.5)
The objective function is represented in equation (2.6) and is described as the 
minim ization of total present worth cost of recycling and landfilling.
1 J T C*R L T r e
w/nEEE ♦ E E  t cs« (2-6>
/=1 y=i M  (1 + l ) f M M  (1 + / ) r
The authors state some additional general assumptions. The planning horizon 
T would be sufficiently long to incorporate more than one landfill to be operat­
ed consecutively (30 to 50 years). The recycling cost per generator was only 
for the generators that elected to participate in the recycling program and that 
participation would be quite high (70%-90% participation). The variability of 
forecasting the cost of landfilling (2nd and 3rd consecutive landfills) 30 to 50
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years into the future could be dealt with through sensitivity analysis (right hand 
analysis). The landfill capacities were fixed and the effect of recycling would 
be the extension of landfill life (delay in construction of subsequent landfills). 
Landfill costs (other than operational) were assumed to occur at the time of 
construction rather than over the life of the landfill and significant econom ies 
of scale existed for landfills (20% or more).
BACKGROUND OF STUDY AREA
Metropolitan New Orleans encompasses eight parishes with a combined 
population of approximately 1.3 million people. The region as a whole has 
begun to feel the effects of new and more stringent state and federal regula­
tion of municipal solid waste landfills. As a result of these regulations, all but 
one of the publicly owned landfills in the area have closed or will close within 
the next three years. Recent attempts to permit new commercial landfills in 
the area have been unsuccessful. New, publicly owned landfills are in various 
stages of planning, but none have received permit approval.
Public officials, facing a perceived crisis in waste m anagement, began 
examining regional solid waste management options in 1990 (Mouton 1993). 
At the suggestion of Entergy Corporation executives, the MetroVision Partner­
ship Foundation, a nonprofit planning and development group funded by 
business, formed a solid waste subcommittee composed of representatives 
from the Foundation's Council of Governments.
The solid waste subcommittee met and agreed that regionalization of 
solid waste m anagem ent would facilitate the long term disposal of MSW at the 
lowest cost while protecting human health and the environment. Plaving 
decided that regionalization was the solution, the subcommittee began devel­
oping a legislative agenda to authorize a Southeast Louisiana Regional Waste 
Authority. The legislation was passed by the state legislature in 1992 and 
amended in 1993, but no parish or city governments have yet elected to form
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the authority. One reason for this is that neither the need for regionalization 
nor the benefits derived from it have been tangibly demonstrated. A partner­
ship was formed between the Institute for Recyclable Materials (IRM) at LSU, 
the Urban Waste Management and Research Center (UWMRC) at UNO, and 
Metrovision to address these issues by quantifying the cost and benefit of 
regional solid waste management. A three year research and evaluation 
program is underway with funding from Freeport-McMoran, Inc., W heelabrator, 
Inc., McDermott, Inc., the Louisiana Education Quality Support Fund, USEPA 
and local government.
Although all the parishes in the metropolitan area will be included in the 
final study (plus two potential "host" parishes for disposal facilities), this 
dissertation presents examples drawn from a subset of the final study. Jeffer­
son, Orleans and St. Bernard Parishes were chosen as the study area for the 
dissertation. Development of the methodology has been done in such a way 
as to ultimately allow inclusion of the entire region. The system is portable for 
use in regional analysis elsewhere in the state and the country. The three 
parish study area represents approximately one million of the 1.3 million 
population or approximately 75% of the total. In terms of total waste pro­
duced, these three parishes represent approximately 95% of the total.
The parishes in the study area represent a microcosm of American solid 
waste management practices and problems. Jefferson Parish (population 
448,000) owns the Kelvin landfill on the west bank of the Mississippi River
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(Jefferson Parish, LA). Kelvin is the only remaining publicly owned landfill in 
the area that will be operated for more than three years under the new 
Subtitle D requirements. Phase II of Kelvin is proceeding to closure on 
October 9, 1993 per Subtitle D requirements. DEQ has granted a permit for 
the vertical lift (extension) of the previously closed Phase I cell. The permit 
application for the Phase III cell at Kelvin in progressing through DEQ and 
approval is expected. The Phase I lift and the new Phase III area will give 
Jefferson Parish more than 20 years of anticipated landfill capacity. Tipping at 
Kelvin is currently restricted to municipal and commercial waste generated in 
Jefferson Parish. The cities of Kenner and Gretna do not subscribe to the 
parish's waste collection and disposal contract with W aste Management, Inc., 
but have the right to piggyback on these contracts should they choose. Heavy 
commercial waste collection is by private contract, but may be tipped at 
Kelvin. The tipping fee at Kelvin is approximately $5/ton, the lowest in the 
state (Bonano 1993).
Curbside recycling in Jefferson Parish has been defeated in two parish- 
wide referendums, but was approved by the Parish Council in 1993 and 
should begin by year end. Recycling is being instituted as a result of DEQ 
requirements. The cost of garbage collection and disposal waste in Jefferson 
is estimated to be $3.92 per household/month, although collection fees are 
less and must be subsidized from the parish general fund. Curbside recycling 
will add $1.42 per household/month, or about 35%, to the cost of collection,
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most of which will go to the collection company. Based upon trial programs 
conducted in the parish, the recycling program expects to collect less than 
10% by weight of the total waste generated.
The SWM situation in Orleans (population 496,000) and St Bernard 
(population 66,008) Parishes is virtually the opposite of Jefferson Parish. Both 
parishes are attempting to site a new landfill for joint use. Such a landfill 
would not be available for at least two years even if a suitable site can be 
found. Recent efforts to permit a private MSW landfill in the area ended when 
public opposition could not be overcome (Villavaso 1993). DEQ also denied 
the request of another private landfill operator that sought to keep its existing 
facility open beyond the Subtitle D closing date and to permit a new extension 
of the facility.
The City of New Orleans has recently entered into an out of court 
settlem ent with DEQ and Waste Management, Inc. (WMI) over the failed 
Recovery One facility, which is owned by the city. Recovery One was opened 
in 1978 as a first of its kind MSW resource recovery and shredding facility.
The resource recovery facility eventually proved to be a financial failure but 
the shredding operation continued to be operated with the waste being 
landfilled on site until closure in the late 1980's. The final cover required by 
law was not placed on the landfill and DEQ stepped in to force proper closure. 
After years of legal wrangling, the City of New Orleans finally acknowledged it 
was liable for final cover but claimed to be financially incapable of properly
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closing the landfill. In a highly controversial decision, DEQ agreed to allow the 
city to operate the landfill for up to three years in violation of regulations in 
return for a pay-as-you-go final cover system. Current tipping fees in New 
Orleans are approximately $13 per ton. All waste from Orleans Parish 
currently goes to this disposal facility. St. Bernard waste goes to a com m er­
cial MSWLF, although there are discussions underway to divert the waste 
from the parish to the much closer Recovery One facility (Bell 1993; Dean 
1993).
Recycling programs in the two parishes are limited to voluntary drop off 
sites, although curbside collection programs are being planned. Both parishes 
are considering other solid waste management technologies including WTE 
and composting. There is concern among public officials as to how any large- 
scale solid waste facility would be financed given the poor fiscal condition of 
the two parishes.
Public officials and residents of surrounding parishes view regional­
ization of the Kelvin landfill as the logical solution to the region's solid waste 
problems. Residents of Jefferson Parish do not share this view, having paid 
for the planning, permitting, and construction of the Kelvin facility. Business 
and political leaders in Jefferson Parish see the low disposal cost in the parish 
as a tool for economic development and are not inclined to support participa­
tion in regional waste management. Some officials in Jefferson Parish are 
concerned that the legislation authorizing the Southeast Louisiana Waste
M anagem ent Authority is an attempt at interparish control of the Kelvin landfill, 
although the legal basis for this concern is questionable. These concerns 
have not been overcome by the MetroVision solid waste subcommittee.
The IRM/UWMRC and MetroVision study was organized for the purpose 
of providing an unbiased, third-party analysis of the cost or benefit of 
regionalization. The study will attempt to develop cost estimates and an 
optimal combination of ISWM technologies to achieve the lowest cost of solid 
waste management. The environmental and political ram ifications of the 
ISWM design were not considered.
METHODOLOGY
Overview of Conceptual Methodology
Initially, the methodology outlined in Figure 2.9 was to be used in the 
evaluation of solid waste management cost. The disadvantages of this 
approach became apparent when integration of the various waste m anage­
ment methods was attempted. Using the standard approach, an ISWM 
system is analyzed on a once-through basis. The results are then interpreted 
and the next once-through analysis done. Because of the time and cost 
associated with this method, certain analysis variables are generally calculated 
and then fixed for all subsequent analyses. For example, landfill size (and the 
corresponding cost) is calculated based upon the largest expected am ount of 
waste generation, usually that resulting from scenarios that do not use waste 
reduction or residual minimization technology. All additional analyses are then 
conducted utilizing the landfill cost derived from this case, even if recycling, 
composting or WTE options are used. If the corresponding effect on landfill 
utilization is considered, it is usually nothing more than a footnote stating that 
landfill life would be extended for a certain number of years. There would be 
no calculation of the benefit/cost.
The shortcom ings of the traditional approach can be broadly grouped 
into three categories. First, lim itations arise from the failure of waste com po­
sition and generation rate projections to account for local variation. Second, 
the traditional system is limited in its ability to realize the impact of waste
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reduction and minimization technologies such as recycling. Finally, the reports 
generated using the standard method have inherently flawed interpretations of 
the financial and economic results. Having failed in several attempts to make 
the traditional system work, it was concluded that the logical way to analyze 
integrated waste systems was to develop an integrated methodology.
The concept employed in the development of the modified methodology 
was to first generate a conceptual model of the major components of an 
integrated waste management system. A computer algorithm or module was 
then written to determine whether the theoretical model could be executed 
within practical limits. If successful, the next step was to integrate the inde­
pendent modules. If the methodology developed was found to be impossible 
to execute due to demands for data or could not be integrated into the whole, 
the methodology was revised. Six independent SWM modules were devel­
oped in this manner to analyze waste generation, treatment (reduction and 
m inim ization), and disposal. The waste generation module predicts waste 
quantity by both weight and volume and characterizes the waste by com posi­
tion. The recycling module analyzes the cost of recycling programs and 
predicts the weight and volume reduction achieved based upon the program 
assumptions and goals. The transfer module analyzes the cost of long 
distance transfer of waste for disposal. The compost module calculates the 
cost and impact of yard waste, sewage sludge and all waste composting. The 
waste-to-energy module predicts the cost of waste combustion for energy
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recovery and the landfill module analyzes final disposal cost for the residual 
waste from the other modules.
Any solid waste analysis must commence with waste characterization in 
order to identify and project the quantity and composition of waste generation. 
Only after characterization can waste treatm ent be applied. In addition to 
analysis modules for waste generation, other modules for recycling, 
composting, and waste-to-energy were developed. A waste transfer module 
was also generated for use with the other modules and a disposal module 
completed the process.
Using the proposed modified approach, the modules can be combined 
into all the desired combinations with the results of upstream modules being 
passed to downstream units as required. For example, landfill size and cost 
would be recalculated with each different combination of integrated m anage­
ment methods. The advantages of this method include the more accurate 
representation of the actual cost and the ability to readily conduct sensitivity 
analyses. The computer model developed to process the methodology is 
capable of analyzing all of the millions of combinations, although such an 
analysis is not necessary, as will be described later in this thesis.
The main drawback of this approach is that the total number of unique 
combinations which would have to be theoretically analyzed is large. Assum ­
ing the waste generation module must be used in every case, the number of 
unique combinations of the other five modules would be 31. Adding the major
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subgroupings in three of the modules brings the number of combinations to 
1023. Most often, ISWM is approached from a regional perspective involving 
numerous different political subdivisions with different ISWM strategies, 
options, and priorities, as is the case in the New Orleans metropolitan region.
If all the possible combinations of local governments (11) were factored, the 
number of possible combinations would be in the millions, more than could 
ever be analyzed.
Fortunately, a large number of ISWM combinations can be elim inated for 
technical or political reasons. An example of the form er would be recycling or 
transfer of waste w ithout using a disposal option (certain theoretical 
composting options do result in little or no residuals). An example of political 
or social considerations providing a constraint would be WTE without the use 
of recycling. It is accepted as a rule that permit applications for WTE facilities 
have as a prerequisite an intensive recycling plan. Another example of a 
perverse or impractical system would be recycling after WTE or after disposal 
in a landfill. In this manner, fifteen of the thirty-one combinations are e lim i­
nated.
The remaining sixteen possible combinations are presented graphically in 
Figure 4.1. The arrowheads in Figure 4.1 denote the use of a particular 
SWM technology. For example, Path #6 considers recycling, composting, and 
WTE, but not transfer. Of the remaining sixteen paths, six more were e lim i­
nated because they appeared to be financially implausible. Five of the cases
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required long distance transfer of wastes for the purposes of composting or 
WTE. It became evident during the methodology development that the cost of 
such operations would make them economically unattractive if placed a long 
distance from the source of generation. During data collection, no evidence 
was found to refute this assumption. The sixth path elim inated would have 
included recycling and then composting of all waste. The technical and 
econom ic viability of all-waste composting is seriously questioned; therefore, a 
single all-waste composting option was included simply to represent the cost 
of this option. Thus, the least costly of the all-waste composting options, path 
#16, was chosen.
The ten cases that remain are highlighted in Figure 4.1 and were ad­
dressed during the evolution of the methodology. From these cases, thirteen 
specific scenarios were developed to address the integration of the system. A 
path represents a logical combination of waste management methods while a 
scenario represents specific choices within a path. More than one scenario 
may be developed along a single path. For example, path two could be 
followed by separate scenarios with one assuming the yard waste would be 
landfilled and the other assuming that it would be banned from collection.
One major subdivision common to the recycling and composting modules 
was identified. This option involves the outright ban of yard waste from 
collection and disposal, forcing individuals to leave clippings on the lawns
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and/or compost the material on-site. A summary of the scenarios is given in 
Table 4.1.
Overview of the Computer Model
The computer model is constructed based upon the conceptual model. 
The model was initially developed in Borland's Quattro Pro® for W indows™  
spreadsheet due to the ease of data entry and verification of results. The 
model includes more than 20,000 lines of code and occupies approximately 25 
MB of storage, or about 200 pages of six point type. Due to the length and 
complexity of the program, a detailed explanation is not possible within the
Table 4.1 Summary of Scenarios Specifically Analyzed
Scenario I II m IV V VI VII VIII IX X XI XII XIII
Path 1 2 9 2 16 14 11 10 11 3 6 3 15
Landfill all y y
Landfill 
yard waste 
& sewage 
sludge
y y
Ban yard 
waste
y y y
Recycle y y y y y y y y y
Compost 
yard waste 
& sewage 
sludge
y y y y
Compost
all
y
WTE / y y
Transfer y y y y
Landfill
remainder
y y y y y y y y y y
42
bounds of this dissertation. The program modules will be explained in the 
context of their relationship to the conceptional model.
Given the need for detailed projections of waste generation, composition 
and management cost for extended periods of time (10 to 20 years), it is 
unlikely that the analyses described could be undertaken without the aid of a 
computer. The computer program was designed to meet the demands of the 
conceptual model while building algorithms that are still executable on a 
personal computer. Having a program based upon a mainframe or even a 
workstation would have reduced its appeal to a wide range of users doing 
SWM planning. The computer model has been constructed with a Graphical 
User Interface (GUI) to increase user-friendliness. The GUI is also an im por­
tant feature in the final stages of the local and regional scenario compilations 
in that it provides an automated system of setting the path sw itches corre­
sponding to a given SWM scenario. While thirteen logical scenarios are 
developed in the context of this dissertation, the computer model is capable of 
analyzing all of the millions of possible paths and subpaths previously de­
scribed. The model is also capable of analyzing essentially any number of 
political subdivisions for the regionalization profiles, or at least to the extent of 
the available data storage capacity and CPU time.
The computer model also incorporates, wherever possible, default values 
for the variables. These defaults were obtained from appropriate national, 
regional and local sources. In addition to the option of accepting or overriding
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the default value, the user may chose, through the use of the GUI, to modify 
the default values with local data. For example, the engineering and construc­
tion cost estimates in certain of the modules may be updated for time or 
geographic location by utilization of local cost indexes such as the Means 
Building Construction Cost Data reports published annually. Extensive use 
has been made of inflation factors tied to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and 
its subcategories. The U.S. Energy Information Agencies (EIA) price forecast 
for fuel is used in the transfer module to calculate variable m ileage charges for 
the trucks. Avoided cost price estimates for electricity sales from WTE are 
derived from EIA forecasts of natural gas prices (base load calculations until 
2003) and all-in price increases from capacity expansion thereafter. Bond 
interest rates used to calculate debt financing costs can be based either on 
national commercial rates or the public debt rate for the state of Louisiana.
The other factors common to all modules are accessed at a single location in 
the program through the GUI, thus assuring that all the modules are furnished 
with the same data.
A detailed description of the methods of cost estimation are not pre­
sented in this dissertation for a number of reasons. Longstanding methods 
common to all types of engineering have been used to estimate the costs.
For the first time, this study compiles into a single source all the costs of an 
integrated solid waste management system, but the purpose of the disserta­
tion is not justification of the cost. In this dissertation, we seek to develop a
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method of analyzing the costs, whatever it might be. The corresponding 
computer program tests the methodology with the best estimates of the cost, 
but allows the user to change the estimates in a straightforward manner. 
Where required, the computer model has had embedded in it the sources and 
references used to construct the cost estimates. As is the case in any 
engineering project, it is incumbent upon the individual to satisfy himself or 
herself as to the accuracy and appropriateness of the data.
Waste Generation and Composition
Tchobanoglous (1976) defined certain means of determ ining waste 
composition and per capita generation rates for use in forecasting. These 
methods are used by the consultants in the field today, as is demonstrated in 
the reports listed in Table 2.1. These methods may significantly m isestimate 
the amount and characteristics of MSW on a regional or even local basis.
The standard practice is to analyze the waste generation rate by deter­
mining the rate of per capita generation, a relatively simple and straightforward 
process. Per capita generation is calculated by dividing the total number of 
tons of waste by the population generating the waste. In some cases, a three 
or four year average is developed and used as the basis for the waste genera­
tion projections. The biannual EPA estimates of US waste generation clearly 
show per capita rates to be increasing, therefore, averaging the generation 
number simply ignores this growth factor. The per capita waste generation 
rate is typically compared to published national or regional values. If a signifi­
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cant difference exists, the per capita waste generation rate may be arbitrarily 
adjusted without regard as to the cause of the difference.
Once the per capita generation rate has been determ ined, a growth 
factor may be calculated. This growth rate may be calculated from local data 
or may be based upon projections of the annual MSW growth from the nation, 
but usually the latter method is employed. Historic data, especially in the 
New Orleans area, are highly inaccurate. Some records indicate a steady 
increase in the number of tons of MSW tipped and then a sudden decline. 
Many times the shifts can be traced to a change in the collection contract or 
the disposal site. In at least one case, the disposal records for a whole year 
are missing from both state and local files. For these reasons, national growth 
rates are typically used for projections of local waste generation.
The growth factors and generation rates are applied to population esti­
mates in order to calculate the total waste generation rate. Forecasts are 
typically done for a twenty year planning horizon. It is also typical that no 
consideration be given to waste composition. If waste composition is deter­
mined, it is usually from a current waste sample and is often statistically 
inaccurate. If waste composition is used, it is always fixed for the entire span 
of the planning horizon w ithout regard to compositional changes.
A new method of local waste generation and composition projection has 
been developed using an extension of the shift-share analysis sometimes 
used in regional economics. The extension of shift-share analysis into solid
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waste generation is thought to address the problems common to the traditional 
method. Shift-share analysis will allow current rate generation rates and 
composition to be decomposed into their determ ining components. Separation 
of the variables produces a means of determ ining the significant variation of 
certain factors from national or regional norms. Having analyzed the com po­
nents of growth in waste generation and composition, more appropriate use 
can be made of regional and national trends in making local projections. In 
future years, the analysis of variations from the predicted values will be used 
to identify trends in local generation growth rates and compositional change.
The extension of the shift-share method to waste analysis requires the 
use of a general term inology to describe the model elements. Using a 
term inology sim ilar to that proposed by Blair and Mabry in 1980, the com pon­
ents of the analysis will be broken into (1) the national growth effect, (2) the 
composition effect, and (3) the local growth effect.
The term shift refers to the change in local waste generation over time 
due to local effects (composition and local growth). Share effect is the portion 
of growth attributable to national growth or change. Local waste composition 
always differs from the published national or regional parameters in terms of 
total weight and volume per capita. Stated differently, local waste generation 
is a function of its components. For example, if local waste composition con­
tains a higher percentage of paper and paperboard (a particularly fast growing
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component of waste) than the national average, then local waste generation 
increases faster than the national average.
The mathematical effect of each shift-share analysis can be described as 
follows:
TG' -Y, NGE' * Y. CE' ■> £  LGE’C (4.1)
where
TG r = the total growth in waste generation in region r  for a time 
period
NG E rc = the national growth effect of waste component c in region r
for time period
CE rc = the composition growth effect of waste component c in region
r  for the time period
LGE rc = the local growth effect of waste component c in region r  for
the time period
The national growth effect is defined as:
NGE' -  (Acr )(G")  (4 -2 >
where:
A rc = the amount of waste component c in region r  at the beginning 
of the time period
and
G n = the growth rate G of waste generation for the nation n during 
the time period
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G n can also be expressed as the following:
(4.3)
c c c
where:
A = the amount of waste component c in the nation n at the end
of the time period
A n° = the amount of waste component c in the nation n at the
beginning of the time period
The composite growth effect (CE rc ) is defined as the following:
where:
G " = the growth rate of waste generation for the dh component for 
the nation n
which may also be expressed as the following:
CE' = (A')(Gcn- G " ) (4.4)
(4.5)
Finally, the Local Growth Effect (LGE rc )  is defined as follows:
LG E g = ( A ^ ) (G c  -  G c ) (4.6)
where:
6 '  = the growth rate of waste generated for the dh component for 
the region r
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which may also be defined as the following:
G ; = (A '’ - A i ° ) I A ' °  (4.7)
where:
Arc' = the amount of waste component c in the region r  at the end
of the time period
Ar° = the amount of waste component c in the region r  at the
beginning of the time period
A simple example will demonstrate this new extension. Table 4.2 gives 
a regional and national waste composition as it has changed over a ten year 
period. The calculation of the shift-share analysis is given in Table 4.3.
Table 4.3 indicates that of the four pounds of increase in regional waste 
generation between year one and year ten, 1.2 pounds was attributed to the 
national growth effect. This growth would have occurred in the region based 
solely upon growth of national generation rates. The possible reasons for the 
national growth could be overall economic growth or national changes in 
packaging and/or marketing methods, but the cause for growth is not ex­
plained by shift-share analysis.
Only 0.1 lbs of the 4 pound increase in the region was due to com posi­
tion effect. In other words, the impact of national growth applied to local 
composition accounts for only 2.5% of the regional change. The national 
growth effect for paper is negative 0.2 pounds because the national growth 
rate for paper was less than the overall national growth rate.
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Table 4.2 Shift-Share Example Data
Com ponent
Regional 
W eight 
(lbs) 
Year 1
Regional 
W eight 
(lbs) 
Year 10
Percent
Change
(% )
National 
W eight 
(lbs) 
Year 1
National 
W eight 
(lbs) 
Year 10
Percent
Chanqe
(%)
Paper 9 10 11.1 9.6 10 4
Plastic 7 9 28.6 4.6 5 8
Aluminum 1 2 100.0 0.8 1 25
Total 17 21 23.5 15 16 6.7
Total G rowth - 4 - - 1 -
Table 4.3 Regional Shift-Share Example Analysis
Component
National Growth 
Effect (lbs)
Composition
Effect
(lbs)
Local 
Growth Effect 
(lbs)
Paper 0.6 -0.2 0.6
Plastic 0.5 0.1 1.4
Aluminum 0.1 0.1 0.7
Total 1.2 0.1 2.7
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Having decomposed solid waste generation growth into national and 
regional components, the search for data can begin. The Franklin Associates 
report on characterization of MSW (USEPA 1992a) provided the most com pre­
hensive estimates of national averages. Figure 4.2 gives a graphical repre­
sentation of the national growth in waste generation rates from 1960 to the 
end of the study period in 2013. The data for years 1960 through 2000 are 
based upon the Franklin report and 2013 is derived by extrapolation of the 
report. Striking increases are noted in plastic and aluminum, which went from 
a combined 1% of the total weight in 1960 to a projected 18% of the total by 
2013. Figure 4.3 depicts the same data rendered by volume. The significant 
difference in the composition of waste by volume is due to the growth in the 
low density products, primarily packaging.
Utilizing this information, the Franklin Study historical and projected 
waste tonnage data, and Census Bureau figures for historic and projected 
population, per capita generation rates were developed for use in the 
shift-share model. Figure 4.4 compares the changes in the per capita genera­
tion rate for both weight and volume. From these data, the per capita growth 
rates were derived and presented in Figure 4.5. These data represent the 
shift-share growth rates Gn for the nation as set forth in equation 4.2.
Having determ ined national growth rate as a whole, the compositional 
growth rate Gnc must be derived per equation 4.4. In other words, the specific 
growth rate for paper, plastic, glass, etc. must be calculated. Compositional
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Figure 4.2 Waste Composition from 1960 to 2013 by Weight
53
1960 1970
Other (23 .7% )— \
Yard W aste (18.8% )
Other (20 8%)
Paper (35.9% )
P'astic 
A lum inum  (1 0 % )—
Glass (2.8% ! 
‘— c9rrous Metals (16.6% )
Yard Waste (15.5% )'
Plastic (5.6% )' 
Aluminum (1 S%)'
Paoer (37.7% )
(3.7%) 
ferrous Metats (15.0% )
1980 1990
Other (21.1% )
Yard W aste (14 4% )'
Other (20.2%)'
P 30er (36.4% )
Plastic (11.3% )
Aluminum (2 .6% )'
ilass (3.5% ) 
errous Metals (10.8% )
Yard Waste (13.4% )
Plastic < 17.2%)
Paoer (35.7%)
Glass (2.2%)
’ous Metals (8.4% ) 
Atummum (2.8% )
2000 2013
Other (20.1% )'
Yard W aste (10.6% )
Plastic (22 .3% )
Other (20.0%V
Paoer (34.9% )
Hass (1.9% )
Ferrous Metals (7.0% ) 
Aluminum (3.2% )
Yard W aste (7.7%)'
Paper (31.9% )
(1.4% ) 
‘ferrous Metals (5.5% )
Atummum (3.6% )
Plastic (30.0% )‘
Figure 4.3 W aste Composition 1960 to 2013 by Volume
54
6
4.95 4.5
4.3
4
3.3
3 2.7
2.3
2 t  7-
0
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2013
®  Ibs/persorvday 
B  cubic yds/person-year
Figure 4.4 Comparison of Per Capita Generation Rates - 1960 to 2013
4%
Volume
"0.87
0 . 6 7 1
1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's 2000's
Figure 4.5 Comparison of Rate of Growth in Per Capita Generation Rates - 
1960 to 2013
55
growth rates for weight factions were derived from data in the Franklin Study 
(USEPA 1992a) from 1960 to 2000 and extrapolated to the year 2013. These 
data are presented in Table 4.4. Insufficient data are available to calculate 
volume fraction growth rates. USEPA has begun to realize the importance of 
volume projections and Franklin Associates were directed to include prelim i­
nary data on volume fractions in the 1992 update. No historical information 
was included. It is possible that Franklin Associates will be able to develop 
more complete information for the 1994 update. The growth rate of the 
volume fractions was assumed to be equal to the growth rate for the weight 
fractions.
The remaining variables from equation 4.1 define local waste com posi­
tion and its growth rate. The local composition of MSW was examined for 
Jefferson Parish because some data were available from previous studies
Table 4.4 National Compositional Growth Rates (G" ) Based on W eight
Component 1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's 2000's
Paper 2.7% 1.1% 2.0% 0.7% 0.5%
Glass 5.3% 0.6% -2.2% -0.5% -1.4%
Ferrous Metals 1.2% -1.9% -0.4% -0.9% -1.0%
Aluminum 5.9% 7.3% 3.2% 2.2% 2.7%
Plastic 21.2% 8.5% 6.6% 3.6% 4.4%
Yard Waste 0.3% 0.6% 1.5% -1.3% -1.9%
Other 0.9% 1.5% 1.8% 0.9% 1.3%
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(JMM 1992). After review of these data and sim ilar studies for Orleans and 
St. Bernard Parishes (GGB 1990; NCRR 1981; Burke-Kleinpeter 1992;
Corps 1993), a modified form of the Franklin Study composition was used 
(see Figure 4.6). The compositional analysis was adjusted to reflect accurate­
ly the amount of residential yard waste generated in the study area based 
upon analogy to yard waste studies in the study area as well as studies in 
Alexandria, Louisiana, Hattiesburg, Mississippi, and Pensacola, Florida (JMM 
1992; Owen and White 1991; Resource Management Consultants 1991).
Individual waste component growth rate could not be estimated for the 
study area because the waste composition studies were conducted for a 
single point in time. As additional studies are done in the study area, ade­
quate information will become available to determ ine the difference in local 
component growth rates. Therefore, the local growth effect was assumed to 
be equal to zero. In other words, it was assumed that the local waste com po­
nents would grow at the national rate.
The final factor to be determ ined was local per capita generation rates. 
As previously discussed, historical data are inadequate, incorrect or unavail­
able. The total waste generation amounts for the most recent full year of 
operation were used, these data being assumed to be the most accurate of all 
available as a result of implementation of state and federal recordkeeping 
requirements. The waste was separated into residential and com m er­
cial/institutional components based upon a combination of national averages
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and local data. Finally, the amount of sewage treatment sludge was calculat­
ed for St. Bernard and Jefferson Parishes. Sewage treatment in Orleans 
Parish is handled by the Sewage and Water Board (S&WB), which is a 
separate agency from the sanitation department. The S&WB incinerates 
sewerage sludge and disposes of its own ash, so it does not go into the
parish's landfill. Jefferson and St. Bernard Parishes do landfill their sewerage 
sludge. Figure 4.7 compares national per capita generation rates in pounds 
per day to local values.
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Figure 4.7 Comparison of National and Local Waste Generation Rates 
(pounds per person per day - not including sludge)
Figures 4.6 and 4.7 indicate a difference in local and national waste 
composition and generation rate. The former of these can be attributed to the 
yard waste component. Due to the sem i-tropical climate and high annual 
rainfall, yard waste generation is higher in the New Orleans metropolitan area 
than in the nation as a whole. As previously discussed, the yard waste 
component was increase to approximately 25% of the total residential waste 
generation based upon physical characterization studies conducted elsewhere 
in the southeast United States. The total waste generation rate is more
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difficult to explain, but at least a portion of the difference is attributable to the 
concentration of commercial and industrial activity in Orleans and Jefferson 
Parishes. The average national waste generation rate includes rural and non­
commercial areas; therefore, urban areas are expected to have higher rates of 
waste generation that the national average. It is not possible to quantity the 
difference, but it is not thought to be great enough to explain the entire 
discrepancy. A new methodology of waste characterization employed in this 
research, shift-share, was used to reconcile a portion of the difference, as will 
be discussed later in this thesis. It is possible that industrial waste or waste 
from surrounding parishes is being tipped illegally at the parish owned landfill, 
accounting for the remainder of the difference between national and local 
rates. One of the objectives of the methodology used in this study was to 
identify possible errors in the data used to analysis SWM cost and this 
objective has been accomplished. However, direct measurement of waste 
generation and composition is beyond the scope of this dissertation.
Using Census Bureau estimates of population, local waste generation 
rates were corrected to the year 1993, which serves as the base for future 
projections. Population projections were then based upon the study by Irwin 
(1991). Finally, the shift-share analysis method as expressed in equation 4.1, 
was applied.
The other important input to the waste generation module is the cost of 
collection for solid waste, not including cost of disposal. Waste collection
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contracts are typically based upon a fixed price per household service. 
Although the service is provided by private contractors, the contracts are 
handled by local government. All contracts in the study area were of this type.
A distinction should be made between the cost of collection and the 
charge billed to the residents and businesses serviced. All the governments 
in the study area subsidize waste collection (and disposal) from general funds. 
Using data derived from total billings to residents results in underestimation of 
the collection costs. True collection cost can only be determ ined from the 
direct charges of the collection companies.
The conceptual model of the shift-share waste generation module is 
presented graphically in Figure 4.8 The figure gives a more detailed outline of 
the major components, inputs and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 
for information on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology. 
Computer Model of Shift-Share Projections
The computer model used to generate the shift-share projections of 
waste generation and composition includes a Graphical Users Interface (GUI). 
Operating in a Windows™  environment, the user chooses a graphical button 
to affect the composition change. The user may choose from nine different 
waste composition combinations, all of which may be preset. Response is 
nearly instantaneous (1 to 2 seconds), allowing the user to visually interpret 
the results.
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Figure 4.8 Flow Diagram of Shift-Share W aste Generation and Projection Module
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In addition to the preset composition parameters, the user may also 
specify local waste composition for residential and/or commercial waste, 
allocate the residential/commercial waste mix, include sewage treatm ent 
sludge, and input local per capita waste generation rates. Finally, the user 
has the option of overlaying manually input data or having it modify national 
projections through the shift-share routine.
Recycling Module
The recycling modules accepts data from a number of sources begin­
ning with the waste characterization information from the waste generation 
module. The waste components to be recycled (paper, glass, plastic, etc.) are 
determ ined and the appropriate diversion rate for each material must be 
defined. The diversion rate is a measure of the reduction in waste disposal 
either by a percentage of weight or volume diverted, in this case through 
recycling. Recycling coordinators and local waste management personnel 
often refer to collection rates or participation rates, which simply measure the 
number of people or households that take part in a recycling program. 
Participation rates, although frequently cited to support recycling efforts, are of 
no use in estimating the effectiveness of a recycling program or in projecting 
waste reduction as a result of recycling.
One major option that must be set in the recycling program is treatm ent 
of yard wastes. Yard wastes may be co-collected along with the rest of the 
MSW (as is normally the case), they may be collected separately for
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composting with or w ithout sewage sludge, or they may be excluded from 
collection altogether. Separate yard waste collection is the only viable option 
if composting is to be used because experience has shown that co-collected 
yard waste composting is unsuccessful due to contamination with non- 
compostable MSW. If yard waste is not collected separately, sewage sludge 
composting is not practical. Sludge density and moisture content must be 
reduced to attain the desired oxygen content necessary to generate adequate 
temperatures to assure pathogen destruction.
The recycling cost and yard waste collection cost must be determ ined 
for use in the recycling module. Curbside recycling has proven the most 
effective means of achieving diversion rate goals. For the study area, the 
planned curbside recycling programs will operate under fixed price contracts 
with the waste collection companies.
The total cost of collection for recycling must be entered into the model. 
Most often, the recycling fee paid by the generators does not reflect total cost 
because general funds are usually used to subsidize waste collection and 
disposal charges. In most cases, the curbside recycling contracts are written 
to include "all-in" costs and revenues. The contractor receives all revenues 
from the sale of the recyclable materials recovered and pays all recovery 
costs in return for receiving a set fee. The fee is calculated on a dollar per 
household per month basis regardless of the amount of waste generated, the 
amount of recyclable material recovered, or the current market for recyclable
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materials. The recycling contract length tends to be three years or more. If 
the recycling cost is calculated on the basis of household months, the recy­
cling module requires information on number of persons per household.
Optional inputs of the recycling module are the targeted waste reduc­
tion goal for a given area, either on the basis of weight or volume, and the 
period of time over which the recycling program will be phased-in. At the end 
of the phase-in period, the model assumes the final diversion rate will be 
achieved. Inclusion of waste reduction goals allows for calculation of the 
diversion rate necessary to meet the goals with and w ithout the yard waste 
ban or composting.
The conceptual model of the recycling module is presented graphically 
in Figure 4.9. The figure gives a more detailed outline of the major com po­
nents, inputs, and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 for information 
on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology.
Computer Model of Recycling Module
The computer model of the recycling module allows for entry of up to 
three separate diversion rates for each of the recyclable waste com ponents of 
the residential MSW, the commercial MSW, and the sewage sludge. In 
addition, up to three groupings of recycling scenarios can be made available 
through the GUI, allowing for rapid reevaluation using different diversion 
assumptions. The yard waste ban and composting options can be turned on 
and off through the GUI. Finally, the GUI allows for immediate initiation of the
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recycling plan or independent multi-year phase-in of the recycling, yard waste 
ban and composting options.
Composting Module
The composting module accepts data from the waste generation 
module and the recycling module. While the option of yard waste composting, 
ban or disposal is chosen in the recycling module, the choice of all waste 
composting is a major option in the composting module. The composting of 
all MSW (Scenario 5) is based upon an in-vessel process, such as that used 
by Bedminster, Inc. in its Big Sandy, Texas facility. If the all-waste compost 
option is used, the module accepts the waste characterization data from the 
waste generation module and/or the recycling module. If the yard waste and 
sludge option is chosen, the waste characterization comes from the recycling 
module and the solid waste residual characteristics bypasses the composting 
module.
Composting costs are calculated to be the sum of direct composting 
cost and the cost of the land required for the operations. The direct cost is 
input in dollars per unit weight or volume. Based upon the waste characteris­
tics, the land requirements can be input, or can be determ ined by calculation 
using national data, or determ ined by calculation based upon input of local 
data (Batherson 1993; Dean 1993; Tchobanoglous 1993; Nesbitt 1993;
Hegber 1990b; Steuteville 1993; Deyle 1991; White 1993). W aste processed 
in the composting module results in no residual for disposal.
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The conceptual model of the composting module is presented graphi­
cally in Figure 4.10. The figure gives a more detailed outline of the major 
components, inputs, and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 for 
information on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology. 
Computer Model of Composting Module
The computer model of the composting module allows the direct input 
of the composting cost (direct and land cost), the acceptance of the default 
values, or the input of land data for calculation. The land requirem ent is 
calculated based upon the default value or may be overridden by the user. 
Transfer Module
The transfer module predicts the secondary haul cost of transporting 
the MSW for disposal. Primary haul, the transfer of waste by the collection 
vehicle, is generally limited to distances of not more than 30 miles one way, 
while secondary haul distances can be as long as 300 miles. Secondary haul 
is the transportation of waste in vehicles other than the collection vehicle. By 
definition, secondary haul requires transfer of the waste from the collection 
vehicle to the secondary haul vehicle, such as a tractor-trailer. Secondary 
haul charges can be broken into transfer facility cost and transportation cost.
When secondary haul is required, transfer facilities must be constructed 
to accept waste from collection vehicles, compact it, and load it into long-haul 
trailers. Transfer stations are permitted waste handling facilities and must 
conform to state and federal regulations. The stations must be of adequate
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size to handle the maximum anticipated daily transfer and must have ade­
quate on-site waste storage capacity. The locations must be secure and must 
provide protection against fugitive odor emissions as well as rodent infestation. 
The stations must provide for worker health and safety. Finally, transfer 
facilities must provide an efficient means of tipping, compaction, loading, and 
weighing of waste for transport.
The transfer module is divided into sub-modules to estimate the transfer 
facility and transportation cost. The facility sizing sub-module accepts waste 
characterization information from the waste generation and recycling modules. 
Facility sizing is based upon the maximum expected daily waste generation 
over the life of the facility. National and local data were used to develop 
estimates of land and building requirements (Robinson 1986; Faschan 1993; 
Villavaso 1993; Lanphier 1993). In addition to calculating facility size, the sub- 
module projects the annual operation and maintenance cost of the facility and 
equipm ent and the personnel requirements and cost. Land and construction 
cost can be modified for local conditions. Personnel requirements are deter­
mined by the module but may be modified for local conditions.
The transportation sub-module predicts the cost of moving waste to 
the disposal site. The major subdivisions of the transportation cost are 
equipment, equipment operation and maintenance, and personnel. Unlike the 
other modules, estimation of transport cost is dependent upon input of certain 
local parameters for which no default value can be anticipated. For example,
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the distance from the transfer facility to the disposal site and average travel 
speed are determ ined by local conditions. The methodology used to deter­
mine the transport cost was based upon previous work published by 
Tchobanoglous (1993) and Robinson (1986) with input of the local variables.
The conceptual model of the transfer module is presented graphically in 
Figure 4.11. The figure gives a more detailed outline of the major com po­
nents, inputs, and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 for information 
on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology.
Computer Model of Transfer Module
The computer module of the transfer module allows for solid waste, 
yard waste, and sewage sludge to be hauled independently or combined to 
different disposal locations. Haul combination options are affected through 
the GUI.
The local factors effecting transport cost are accessed directly through 
the spreadsheet. Variables such as haul distance, speed, truck size, trailer 
size, truck-trailer costs, salvage value, and labor cost are also modified in this 
manner. These data are transferred by the program to a second algorithm 
that calculates the haul time, number of daily turn arounds possible, m ainte­
nance and fuel cost, and other values. These secondary calculations are 
based upon the algorithms cited (Tchobanoglous 1993 and Robinson 1986) 
updated for the local variables. If desired, the user may access the computer 
code directly to affect a change in the secondary calculations. The input
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variables can be clearly distinguished between the default calculations and the 
local input data. For example, average trailer connect/disconnect times are a 
factor in calculating the number of round trips per day that can be achieved. 
The method Robinson defined to account for connect/disconnect time has 
been used, but the user of the computer algorithm is able to change these 
default values as required.
W aste-to-Enerqv
The waste-to-energy module predicts the cost of permitting, building, 
and operating a WTE facility. As in the other modules, the WTE module 
accepts data on waste characterization from the upstream modules. Like the 
transfer module, it is subdivided into two sub-modules for facility sizing and 
typing, and facility cost estimation.
The facility sizing and typing module requires selection of the furnace 
type, the construction method, and the desired type of energy production. 
Review of the literature indicated that WTE plant cost estimation was based 
on whether the planned facility was the refractory wall type or any other type 
(Hegberg 1990a). Further refinement of cost estimation is dependent upon 
whether the construction methods to be used are modular or shop fabricated 
versus on-site fabrication and erection. The other major choice to be make in 
whether the desired energy production is process steam or electricity.
The algorithms suggested by Flegberg (1990a), Tchobanoglous (1993 
and 1977), Robinson (1986), Kiser (1992), and Flagerty (1973) were used to
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estimate the construction and operating waste of WTE facilities. Up to date
estimates of construction cost, permitting fees and host fees were obtained
from bond financing and refinancing documents for a number of facilities,
including the following:
Initial offering of the Series A, Limited Partnership Project Bonds 
by the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority - First Boston 
Corporation, et al. - Underwriters.
Initial offering of the Resource Recovery Revenue Bonds by the 
Northeast Maryland Waste Disposal Authority for the Baltimore 
Refuse Energy Systems Company, a limited partnership. Alex 
Brown and Sons, et al. - Underwriters.
Initial Offering of the Resource Recovery Revenue Bonds by 
Broward County, Florida for the SES Broward Company, L.P.
Kidder, Peabody & Co., et al. - Underwriters.
While the capital cost, operating cost, and personnel and fuel require­
ments algorithms were developed from published sources, the WTE facility 
cost sub-module still requires the input for certain local variables. The local 
personnel cost, fuel cost, and price forecast for energy sales must all be 
calculated for local conditions. Of these, the price forecast for energy sales is 
the most difficult to quantify. Under the Public Utilities Regulatory Policy Act 
of 1978 (PURPA), utilities are required to buy energy generated from qualify­
ing small power production facilities, which includes WTE plants. Entergy 
Corporation and its LP&L and NOPSI subsidiaries service the study area and 
would be required to buy the power at avoided cost. Avoided cost is the 
expected cost of generating the next unit of electrical energy, usually ex­
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pressed in cents per kilowatt hour. LP&L and NOPSI currently have surplus 
generation capacity, therefore, there would be no capital cost associated with 
generating the next kilowatt-hour of electricity. Entergy expects this situation 
to continue until 2003 (Mouton 1993). Based upon the company's recent filing 
titled Least Cost Integrated Resource Plan with the Louisiana Public Service 
Commission, the cost of generation will equal fuel cost until 2003. LP&L and 
NOPSI use natural gas for excess load requirements, so the avoided cost 
(sales price for WTE electricity) was forecast based upon natural gas prices 
until 2003 when capital costs enter the equation.
The conceptual model of the WTE module is presented graphically in 
Figure 4.12. The figure gives a more detailed outline of the major com po­
nents, inputs, and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 for information 
on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology.
Computer Model of WTE Module
The major options available in the computer model of the WTE module 
are exercised through the GUI. In addition to preset options on furnace type, 
energy production, and construction type, there are different projections of fuel 
cost and energy sales prices available through the GUI. Five preset price 
forecasts are available based upon data from the U S Energy Information 
Agency (EIA 1992). The WTE computer model has GUI options for burning 
yard waste and sewage sludge. While no specific scenarios were evaluated
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using a combination of the transfer and WTE modules, the module integration 
has been developed in the computer model.
Landfill
The landfill module combines output from the upstream modules to 
predict the amount of residual waste to be disposed and the cost of landfilling 
the waste. The function and structure of the sizing and cost sub-m odules are 
the same as sim ilar sub-modules used in the transfer and WTE modules.
In addition to the prerequisite local factors for landfill construction, 
certain geotechnical design parameters must be developed, such as the 
vertical lift of the landfill, side slope, and landfill wasted space due to daily 
cover. Knowing these parameters and the amount of waste that must be 
landfilled (volume not weight), the landfill dimensions may be calculated. Due 
to construction and pre-closure management requirements, landfill cells are 
built twice as long as wide; therefore, the landfill dimensions are solved for 
iteratively.
The conceptual model of the landfill module is presented graphically in 
Figure 4.13. The figure gives a more detailed outline of the major com po­
nents, inputs, and outputs of the module. Refer to Figure 4.1 for information 
on the integration of the modules into the overall methodology.
Computer Model of Landfill Module
The computer model of the landfill module is designed to accom modate 
two different landfill locations and the corresponding factors necessary to
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calculate their cost. M inimum, most likely, and maximum landfill cost options 
are available through the GUI. The range of landfill cost are derived from 
published reports, estimates by local consultants, and the actual expense of 
landfill construction. Landfill cost also may be manually overridden.
Financial Summary
The financial summary module compiles the data from the upstream 
modules for calculation of total waste management cost. Calculations such as 
discount present worth, interest accrual, sinking fund reserves for post-closure 
care, amortization of land acquisition cost, depreciable basis, and salvage 
values are all done in the financial summary module. Although these methods 
of financial analysis are not commonly used in SWM planning, the techniques 
are common to all types of financial and cost accounting.
The cost of a SWM method should not be calculated as a single lump 
sum recognized at the beginning of the evaluation period. Instead, the 
analysis should use generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) to 
recognize cost over appropriate time periods. For example, the cost of a WTE 
plant would not be accounted for on the owner's books as single large ex­
pense, but would be recognized as an asset with depreciation cost taken over 
the asset life. Likewise, landfill permit and engineering design costs would 
not be booked as front-end expenses, but would be recognized as quarterly 
expenses over a period of time. GAAP would also require that resources be 
set aside quarterly in recognition of the future cost of closure and for post­
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closure care. In this way, all ISWM costs in this study have been rationalized 
by the standard techniques mentioned.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Overview
For the purpose of explaining the conceptual model, the results of the 
computer model will be discussed. The computer model was written to exe­
cute exactly the conceptual methodology; therefore, it accurately represents 
the concepts employed. Explanation of the conceptual results would be 
difficult w ithout citing examples.
Results are generated for each level of analysis performed by the 
computer model. The thirteen scenarios outlined in Table 4.1 were analyzed 
for the individual parishes in the study area (Jefferson, Orleans and St. 
Bernard). As an example, the Jefferson Parish summary results for each 
scenario detailing the annual and present worth cost of ISWM methods and 
strategies can be found in Appendix C. Unit costs are rendered both by 
volume and by weight. The tonnage summary for Scenario VIII, an excerpt 
from Appendix C, is given in Table 5.1. This scenario assumes 25% of the 
recyclables are diverted, the yard waste and sludge are composted, and the 
residual waste is hauled long distance for disposal in a landfill.
In addition to summary reports for each scenario, the model also calcu­
lates detailed information from each module. Appendix D contains the 
detailed report of each module of Scenario VIII for Jefferson Parish. Due to 
the length of the detailed reports, only the Scenario VIII detail report has been 
included, but the form is the same for the other scenarios.
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Table 5.1 Example of Results for Scenario VIII - Jefferson Parish
Jaffarson
VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge)
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3
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0
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After all the scenario evaluations have been performed for each of the 
political subdivisions, compilation and analysis of the regional scenarios can 
be executed. The decomposed waste characterization and generation projec­
tions are summed for all the political subdivisions. This is possible only 
because the waste has been characterized in the local SWM evaluation. Per 
capita generation rates and shift-share analysis of the regional total are not re­
quired, having already been accomplished in the local evaluation. Local cost 
of collection is accumulated in a sim ilar manner. Evaluation of the ISWM cost 
proceeds in a manner identical to the local evaluation, the modules and com ­
puter algorithms being employed in the same way. In other words, the 
methodology is used to evaluate the options using the larger quantities of 
waste in the regional area to achieve the benefits of economy of scale. 
Appendix E is the report of the regional ISWM cost projections for the study 
area.
Analysis of the local and regional ISWM cost differ only in the method 
in which the waste characterization and collect cost were derived. The results 
from the local analysis will be presented and discussed in this chapter, but 
only the unique regional results and their interpretation will be explained. It is 
left to the reader to draw the analogy between the corresponding regional and 
local result interpretation.
The final step in the interpretation of the regional results will be the 
incremental cost analysis. The cost of the local waste management scenarios
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are totaled for the study area and compared to the regional cost analysis for 
the same scenario. The difference in the two will be the increase or decrease 
in cost that results from regionalization of solid waste management.
Waste Generation and Composition Module Results
Using the shift-share method to analyze exiting MSW generation rates, 
estimates of future generation rates and waste composition was accom ­
plished. As an example, Figure 5.1 compares the shift-share method waste 
generation rates to the traditional approach used by a consultant for 
St. Bernard Parish.
55000
co 50000 ■ •
o_
45000 ■■ -n-
Traditional Analysis
Shift-Share Analysis
40000
1993 1997 2001 2005 2009 2013
1995 1999 2003 2007 2011
Year
Figure 5.1 Comparison of Projections of Waste Generation by Shift-Share to 
Traditional Methods - St. Bernard Parish (Does Not Include Sewage Sludge)
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The consultant had carefully collected the historical waste disposal 
figures for St. Bernard Parish and had calculated a historical per capita 
generation rate of 3.5 pounds per person per day. The consultant stated 
incorrectly that 4.0 pounds per capita was the national average and chose to 
used this figure in place of the actual data. No growth in per capita rates was 
projected. Total waste generation was calculated by multiplying the population 
projections by 4.0 pounds per capita per day.
The projections made with shift-share take into account the local waste 
generation rate and the local composition at the starting point. W aste genera­
tion is projected taking into account the growth of the individual waste com po­
nents (plastic, paper, etc.). The shift-share results in Figure 5.1 represent the 
summation of the individual annual waste component projections (excluding 
sewage sludge).
An example of the weight and volume projections of waste generation 
for one political subdivision (Jefferson Parish) is given in Tables 5.2 and 5.3. 
The projections were made using the proposed shift-share methodology. In 
addition to being categorized by weight and volume, the waste is subdivided 
into residential and commercial components (sewage sludge noted as a line 
item in the commercial subcategory) and further subdivided into waste com po­
nents. The calculated shift-share gain appears below the subcategory totals 
in each case. In this example, the total shift-share gain for the residential
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Table 5.2 Shift-Share Method Waste Generation Projections for Jefferson 
Parish - 1993 to 2013 (by Weight)
WEIGHT PROJECTIONS
Waste Generation by Composition - Tonnage
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Residential
Paper and Paperboard 72994 74190 76038 87430 91208
Glass 12675 12640 12610 12492 12461
Ferrous Metals 11534 11254 12044 12311 12398
Aluminum 2826 2943 3083 4179 4581
Plastic 17501 18762 19514 30165 34390
Yard Waste 49787 48323 50735 48613 48014
Other 42197 42599 44399 51033 53233
Total 209515 210713 218423 246224 256285
Shift-Share Gain 1726 3081 10791 37483 47123
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 3372 8835 40624 289020 420559
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Commercial
Paper and Paperboard 59352 60325 62946 68902 70826
Glass 8939 8914 8870 8828 8819
Ferrous Metals 1143 1115 1050 937 906
Aluminum 3060 3186 3533 4367 4655
Plastic 12784 13705 16340 23350 26001
Yard Waste 7935 7702 7162 6225 5972
Other 79710 80470 82556 87356 88887
Domestic Sewage Sludge 46255 46220 46220 46467 46561
Total 219178 221637 228677 246433 252628
Shift-Share Gain 3752 6374 13414 30020 35777
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 7457 18881 71565 293974 395461
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Residential and Commercial
Paper and Paperboard 132346 134515 138985 156332 162034
Glass 21614 21554 21480 21319 21281
Ferrous Metals 12677 12369 13095 13249 13304
Aluminum 5886 6130 6616 8546 9236
Plastic 30285 32467 35853 53515 60391
Yard Waste 57723 56026 57897 54839 53986
Other 121907 123069 126955 138390 142121
Domestic Sewage Sludge 46255 46220 46220 46467 46561
Total 428693 432350 447100 492657 508913
Shift-Share Gain 5478 9455 24205 67503 82900
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 10829 27716 112189 582993 816020
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Table 5.3 Shift-Share Method Waste Generation Projections for Jefferson 
Parish - 1993 to 2013 (by Volume)
VOLUME PROJECTIONS
Wcste Generation by Composition - Cubic Yards
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Residential
Paper and Paperboard 186209 189261 193975 223037 232674
Glass 11177 11146 11120 11015 10989
Ferrous Metals 41194 40193 43016 43969 44278
Aluminum 15444 16083 16845 22838 25032
Plastic 97500 104526 108712 168049 191586
Yard Waste 99575 96647 101470 97227 96029
Other 103806 104795 109222 125544 130955
Total 554905 562652 584360 691678 731542
Shift-Share Gain 4572 8226 28870 105295 134508
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 8908 23470 108023 793337 1166895
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Commercial
Paper and Paperboard 151408 153890 160578 175771 180679
Glass 7883 7861 7822 7785 7777
Ferrous Metals 4081 3982 3751 3348 3237
Aluminum 16720 17412 19306 23862 25439
Plastic 71218 76350 91028 130085 144851
Yard Waste 15871 15404 14324 12451 11943
Other 196089 197957 203089 214899 218665
Domestic Sewage Sludge 55164 55123 55123 55417 55529
Total 518434 527979 555021 623616 648120
Shift-Share Gain 8874 15184 32556 75968 91787
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 17597 44770 171804 725361 984577
Year 1993 1995 2000 2010 2013
Residential and Commercial
Paper and Paperboard 337617 343152 354553 398807 413352
Glass 19060 19007 18941 18800 18766
Ferrous Metals 45274 44175 46767 47317 47515
Aluminum 32164 33495 36151 46700 50471
Plastic 168718 180876 199741 298133 336437
Yard Waste 115446 112051 115794 109677 107972
Other 299895 302753 312312 340442 349620
Domestic Sewage Sludge 55164 55123 55123 55417 55529
Total 1073339 1090631 1139381 1315294 1379662
Shift-Share Gain 13446 23410 61426 181263 226295
Cum. Shift-Share Gain 26505 68239 279826 1518698 2151472
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subcategory for 1993 was 1,726 tons. Further calculation (not shown) a llo­
cates the total gain into 2734 tons from the national growth effect and a loss 
of 1008 tons from the composition effect. National growth per annum for the 
1990's is anticipated to be 0.6% by weight as shown in Figure 4.5, which 
would yield the 2734 ton increase. As was shown in Figure 4.2, yard waste is 
expected to decrease from 17.9% of the total waste by weight in 1990 to 
11.4% in 2013. Noted in Figure 4.6, the local residential waste was character­
ized as having 23.8% yard waste by weight, therefore, the overall com ponent 
effect will be negative.
The demonstration of a significant difference in waste generation rate 
projections between the traditional method and the proposed shift-share 
extension is seen in Figure 5.1. Initially, the shift-share method would indicate 
a total waste generation rate 13% lower than the example cited but eventually 
the rate exceeds that projected in the consultant's report. The projected 
differences would be significant in planning and implementing an ISWM plan.
In addition to providing a more accurate means of reducing waste generation, 
shift-share analysis yields other important advantages over the traditional 
method.
Shift-share analysis attempts to account for the various factors that 
contribute to change in the solid waste generation rate. In the example cited, 
two of the three factors (national growth rate and compositional effect) were 
taken into account. Local component growth rates were unknown so no
8 8
deviation from national norms was projected; however, this factor will be 
analyzed in the near future. One or more waste composition studies planned 
for the area will determine the change in local waste composition since the 
time of the last study, thereby providing an estimate of local growth rates. 
These data will further increase the accuracy of the shift-share forecast.
By its nature, shift-share analysis requires comparison of local waste 
composition and generation rates to national averages to more successfully 
detect and analyze errors and anomalies in the data. In the example just 
cited, the consultant determ ined that the local waste generation averaged 3.5 
pounds per person per day but chose to use the average national generation 
rate, which he had incorrectly stated as four pounds per person per day. The 
fundamental differences in waste composition and generation rates were not 
addressed in the consultant's report. The consultants' projection might have 
been different had an attempt been made to reconcile the factors causing the 
difference in generation rate.
Shift-share analysis also identified a significant difference in the Jeffer­
son Parish waste generation rate. The average generation rate would have to 
equal 5.8 pounds per person per day to produce the landfill tonnages report­
ed. Even accounting for local effects, shift-share analysis could not reconcile 
the discrepancy with the true national average of 4.3 pounds per person per 
day. Thus, it is possible that industrial waste or waste from surrounding 
parishes is being tipped illegally at the parish owned landfill.
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Perhaps the greatest benefit of shift-share analysis is the ability to 
predict waste composition in the future, a capability that is not found in any 
consultant report reviewed. Table 5.4 gives useful information about the 
waste composition as if it were being tipped at the landfill. The waste com po­
sition at the beginning and end of the time period is shown, as is the relative 
increase in weight and volume, and per capita generation rates. Average unit 
weight before landfill compaction is calculated in this example to be 751 
pounds per cubic yard.
Knowing the composition of future waste will be useful to ISWM 
planning in many ways. The quantity of recyclable materials can be predicted, 
which will be an aid in establishing local markets. The transportation cost of 
residual waste to distant disposal facilities can be better estimated knowing 
waste weight and density. Compost operations can be properly sized to 
anticipate future growth or shrinkage in putrescibles, yard waste, and sludge. 
The burn efficiency, energy recovery, and fuel requirements for WTE facilities 
can be calculated more accurately knowing the waste composition. Finally, 
predictions of waste composition when tipped at the landfill will be used to 
calculate particle size and initial compaction. From this information, post-tip 
compaction requirements can be predicted and better estimates of existing 
landfill life, future landfill volume requirements, and construction cost can be 
determ ined.
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Table 5.4 Potential Landfill Characterization of Waste for Jefferson Parish Using 
the Shift-Share Method - 1993 to 2013
LANDFILL STATISTICS BEFORE WASTE MINIMIZATION 
Average Density (Ibs./cu. yd.) 751
Overall Weight ComDOsition without Sluage Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperaoard 34.3% 35.0%
Glass 5.7% 4.3%
Ferrous Metals 3.3% 2.9%
Aluminum 1.5% 2.0%
Plastic 7.9% 13.1%
Yard Waste 15.1% 11.7%
Other 31.9% 30.7%
Overall Volume ComDosition without Sluage Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 33.2% 31.2%
Glass 1.9% 1.4%
Ferrous Metals 4.4% 3.5%
Aluminum 3.2% 3.8%
Plastic 16.6% 25.4%
Yard Waste 11.3% 3.2%
Other 29.5% 25.4%
Population Increase 1993 to 2012 0.7%
Weight Increase 1993 to 2013 21.0% without sludge
Volume Increase 1993 to 2013 30.0% without sludge
Year 1993 Year 2013
Landfill Utilization Rate without Sludge
Cubic Yards Per Capita Per Year 2.84 3.67
Pounds Per CaDita Per Year 2123 2561
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The summary report generated from the methodology gives the user 
information on annual generation rates and reconciles this information to the 
projected management methods used (see Table 5.1). Finally, the waste 
generation modules tabulates the annual cost of MSW collection in total 
dollars and dollars per ton.
Recycling
The recycling module developed for the methodology closely approxi­
mates real recycling efforts. In contrast, consultants calculate the effect of 
recycling only on a gross basis by using a diversion rate expressed as a 
percentage of the total waste (a figure of 10% is commonly used). The 
amount of waste recycled is calculated as the total waste generated by weight 
multiplied by the assumed diversion rate. Although the results obtained from 
this calculation would bear no resemblance to the actual collection of 
recyclables, no other method is available if waste generation rates projections 
were not made by component. Therefore, it is impossible to predict the 
quantities of recyclable material available at any given time.
The methodology used in this study overcomes these lim itations 
through a number of means. The waste generation projections are sufficiently 
detailed to provide a forecast of the recyclable materials both by weight and 
by volume. The methodology also allows for individual diversion rates by 
material (paper, plastic, glass, etc.) and by subcategory of generation (resi­
dential or commercial). Both are important factors because experience has
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shown that not all materials are recycled at the same rates. The am ount of 
paper recycled tends to be high as a percentage of the total paper, while 
glass as a material is recycled at lower rates. People are less willing to store 
products contaminated with food wastes for recycling, as glass products often 
are. Few people are willing to wash the materials prior to placement in recy­
cling bins, opting instead for disposal.
Table 5.5 taken from Appendix D gives the forecast of recyclable 
materials by component, from which emerge a number of interesting statistics 
about recycling. The example shown is for Jefferson Parish. This parish will 
have one of the lowest cost curbside recycling programs in the state when it 
begins later this year (Bonano 1993; Villavaso 1993; Lanphier 1993; Suder 
1993). A contractor will collect and process the recyclables for $1.42 per 
household per month for an estimated 113,619 households, which yields a 
total cost of $1,936,068 per year. If the program takes effect immediately and 
the diversion rate for recyclable is assumed to be 25% (no major US city has 
yet reached a diversion rate this high), the cost per ton for recycling will be 
$38.19 or more than twice as high as the projected landfill cost per ton (see 
Table 5.1). If a realistic diversion rate is used and is phased in over a period 
of years, the recycling cost will initially exceed $100/ton.
The contracts for curbside recycling are most often set w ithout a negoti­
ated reduction in the collection and disposal charges for the solid waste 
pickup. This is true in the case of Jefferson Parish. The cost to the waste
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Table 5.5 Recycling Module Detailed Projections for Jefferson Parish
Jotforson
’.Volant Reduction from P e o /d n a  - 'cns
R ecvcilna Scenario 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
Residential
Paper an d  Paperboard  
Glass
Ferrous Metals 
Aluminum 
Plastic 
Yard Waste 
Total
25% Recycling 
100% Composting
0 vear phase-tn 
1993 beginning
0 year phaso-m
18248
3.169
2.984
707
43 7 5
49.787
79.170
18548
3.160
2.814
736
4691
48.323
78271
19010
3.152
3011
771
467 8
50.735
81557
20570
3.135
3042
397
6061
49620
83.133
21.858
3.123
3 0 7 8
1045
7541
4 8 613
8 5 258
2 2 802
3.115
3 0 9 9
1.145
859 7
4 8 0 1 4
86.774
C orrm ercial
Paper an d  PaperDoard 
Glass
Ferrous Metals  
Aluminum 
Plastic 
Yard Waste 
Total
25% Recycling  
100% Composting
0 vearpnase-in  
1993 beginrwng
0 yearphaseAn
14.838
2 23 5
286
765
3.196
7.935
29255
15081
222 9
279
797
3,426
7,702
29513
15.737
2217
263
883
408 5
7.162
30547
166532211
248
981
4 880
6 673
31645
17226
2 20 7
234
1 092
5 8 3 8
6 2 2 5
32821
17.707
2 2 0 5
227
1.164
6 5 0 0
5.972
33.773
Sluage
Other
TOTAL
Compost Ail 
None
0 yearcnase-m
1993 beginning  0 year phase-m
46 255
0
154080
4 6 2 2 0
0
154005
46 220
0
158.124
46211
0
160890
46667
0
164546
46561
0
167.108
Volum e Reduction from Pecvo lna ■ Cubic Yards
1993 1995 2005 2010 2013Recvcilna Scenario 2000
Residential
Paper and Paperboard  
Glass
Ferrous Metals 
Aluminum  
Plastic 
Yard Waste 
Total
25% Recycling 
100% Composting
0 year pnose-n  
1993 beginning
0 y e a 'p h a s e -n
46 552
2,794
10298
3.861
24375
9 9 3 7 5
187456
4 7 515
2.787
10048
4021
26.131
96647
186.949
48694  
2.780
10.754
4211
27.178
101470
194887
51.963
2.765
10.865
4,900
33.767
99256
203517
55 759
2.754
10.992
5 7 0 9
4 2 0 1 2
9 7 227
214654
58.168
274 7
11070
6 2 5 8
4 7 897
9 6 0 2 9
222.168
Corrm ercial
Paoer an d  Paperboard  
Glass
Ferrous M e ta s  
A ium ntm  
Plastic 
Yard Waste 
Total
25% Recycling  
100% Composting
0 year phase-m  
1993 beginning
0 year phase-m
37.852
1.971
1X720
4.180
17305
15371
7 8 698
3 8 473
1.965
995
455 3
19088
15504
8 0 278
40.144
1.955
938
4827
22757
14524
84.945
41,971
1.949
085
5562
27.186
13545
90699
43.943
1.946
837
5.966
32521
12651
9 7 6 6 3
45.170
1.944
609
6 0 6 0
36 213
11.943
102639
Sludge
Other
TOTAL
Compost All 
None
0 y e n  phase-in 
1993 begsnnlog 0 year phase-in
55.164
0
3 2 1319
55-123
0
32 2550
55.123
0
334.955
55231
0
349647
55617
0
367534
5 5 5 2 9
0
380.136
Recycling Costs Year 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
Recyclables
$ per household per month 
Tottf households 
Total $ p e r  year
Total annual not present cost - S per year 
C um uatlve  annual net present cost - $ p e t year
$162
113619
$1.936468
$1.936068
$1.936068
$1.46
113533
$1.992644
$1708571
$ 5 5 3 6 6 1 7
$1.70
113533
$ 2 5 10020
$ 1 5 47875
$6784291
$1.97
113756
$2683213
$1065541
$12650.144
$22 8
114.140
$3.121056
$843524
$1 7 2 91069
$2.49
114070
$3617.349
$733,186
$ 1 9 5 9 7 5 2 9
S per ton
Total annual net present cost - $ p e t ton
$38.19
$38.19
$38.50
$38.50
$42.77
$42.77
$46.04
$46.04
$49.35
$49.35
$51.34
$51.34
$ per cubic yard
Total annual net present cost - $ per cubic yard
$12.85
312.85
$12.84
$12.84
$1408
$14.08
$14.77
$14.77
$1562
$1562
$15.77
$15.77
Yard Waste (collection cost ony)
$ per household per m onth Collection Cost Factor 100% 
Totrs households 
Total $ p er year
Total a m u a l nor present cost • S per year 
C um Jative  annual net present cost -  $ p er year
$1.42
113619
$1.936068
$1.936068
$1.936068
$1.46
113533
$1.992644
$1.708571
$ 5 4 3 6 6 1 7
$1.70
113533
$2510 0 2 0
$1547.875
$6.784291
$1.97
113756
$2683213
$1065541
$12650.144
$2.28
114140
$3.121056
$843524
$17291069
$26 9
114370
$ 3 6 1 7 0 4 9
$733,186
$1 9 5 9 7 5 2 9
$ per ton
Total annual net present cost - $ p er ton
$33.54
$33.54
$35.57
$3069
$39.90
$2328
$47.66
$18.93
$56.91
$15.38
$63.30
S1358
S per cub ic  yard
Totd annual net present cost - $ per cubic yard
$16.77
$16.77
$17.78
$15.25
$19.95
$11.64
$23.83
$966
$2866
$7.69
$31.65
$6.79
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generator in Jefferson Parish will increase from $3.92 per household per 
month to $5.34 per household per month for the same am ount of waste 
collection. From this, one must conclude that recycling as presently orga­
nized, in combination with landfilling, is not as cost effective as landfilling the 
waste alone. Also, the calculated recycling cost per ton will vary based upon 
public participation in the form of diversion rates.
It is in the recycling component that the optim ization theory proposed 
by Jacobs and Everett in 1992 begins to show weakness when applied to 
actual data. The authors stated that their method assumed that only the 
waste generators that chose to participate paid the recycling fee. They also 
stated that the participation rates (i.e., diversion) would be quite high, in the 
70% to 90% range. In fact, quite the opposite is true. M andatory payment of 
the recycling fee is the norm and diversion rates are typically below 10%. The 
effect is to subsidize the recycling cost for the small percentage of generators 
that elect to participate. The waste management companies regularly calcu­
late this subsidy when bidding for the recycling contracts and will privately 
adm it that they would lose money if a significant diversion rate was achieved. 
W ithout the assumption that high rates of diversion would be achieved at non­
subsidized cost, the economics of recycling as proposed by Jacobs and 
Everett are less favorable when compared to other treatm ent and disposal 
options.
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Landfill Statistics
One of the hurdles to achieving the state mandated 25% reduction in 
landfill utilization rates is the ability to draw a baseline from which to judge the 
effectiveness of the waste minim ization efforts. Many parishes are trying to 
reduce the tons of waste disposal in landfills to 75% of 1992 tonnage. This is 
a difficult goal to achieve and will be improbable given the projected change in 
population, waste composition, and waste generation rates. Using the m eth­
odology of this study, a reasonable means of quantifying reduction in waste 
disposal is possible.
Given in Table 5.6 are the potential landfill statistics for the waste after 
recycling. The statistics in Table 5.6 indicate that the weight reduction 
(excluding sludge) from recycling and composting or banning yard waste 
reduces the amount being landfilled by 28.4% (26.1% in the year 2013). 
Figures 5.2 and 5.3 give the relative reduction in landfill utilization rates.
The methodology presented in this thesis may be the only realistic 
method of assessing compliance with the mandated landfill reduction goals.
No other method projects the future growth in waste generation and then 
accurately accounts for the reduction from waste m inim ization and treatment.
Cflmpflsting
Composting is often considered as a solid waste m anagem ent option, 
but the cost analysis is often inadequate. The estimates in the study are 
based upon national and regional data as well as independent estimates by
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Table 5.6 Potential Landfill Statistics after Recycling and Composting 
for Jefferson Parish
LANDFILL STATISTICS AFTER RECYCLING
Average Density (Ibs./cu. yd.) 729
Overall W eight Composition w ithout Sludge Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 36.2% 35.6%
Glass 5.9% 4.7%
Ferrous Metals 3.5% 2.9%
Aluminum 1.6% 2.0%
Plastic 8.3%  13.3%
Yard Waste 0.0% 0.0%
Other 44.5%  41.6%
Overall Volume Composition w ithout Sludge Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 33.7%  31.0%
Glass 1.9% 1.4%
Ferrous Metals 4.5%  3.6%
Aluminum 3.2% 3.8%
Plastic 16.8% 25.2%
Yard Waste 0.0% 0.0%
Other 39.9% 35.0%
Population Increase 1993 to 2013 
W eight change 1993 to 2013 
Volume change 1993 to 2013
0.7%
24.7%  without sludge
32.9%  without sludge
Landfill Utilization Rate w ithout Sludge 
Cubic Yards Per Capita Per Year 
Pounds Per Capita Per Year
Year 1993 Year 2013
2.1
1528
2.8
1894
Increase
(% )
32.0%
23.9%
W eight Reduction Achieved from Recy­
cling/Composting
Including Yard Waste Composting/Ban
Including Yard Waste and Sludge Composting
Year 1993 Year 2013
28.4%
36.1%
26.1%
32.8%
Volume Reduction Achieved from Recy­
cling/Composting
Including Yard Waste Composting/Ban
Including Yard Waste and Sludge Composting
26.1%
29.9%
24.5%
27.6%
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Figure 5.2 Landfill Utilization Rates by Weight for Jefferson Parish
2 4 %  R eduction
26% Reductio'n
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Figure 5.3 Landfill Utilization Rates by Volume for Jefferson Parish
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consulting engineers. One factor frequently overlooked in the analysis is the 
cost of separate yard waste pickup. Co-collection of yard waste results in 
unacceptable contamination of the compost. Virtually no contam ination of 
yard waste can be accepted if it is to be composted. Therefore, separate 
collection is required.
The cost of once a week collection of yard waste has been estimated 
by local collectors (WMI and BFI) to be at least equal to the full cost of curb­
side recycling and less than one-half the cost of normal solid waste collection. 
Using the lower of the two ($1.42 per household month), the calculations for 
the example were performed. Assuming 100% diversion of the yard waste, a 
cost of $33.54 per ton resulted. If lower diversion rates and higher collection 
costs are used, the cost can exceed $100 per ton. The $33.54 represents 
only the cost of collecting the material and does not include the cost of 
composting. Figure 5.4 compares the cost of collection for Jefferson Parish 
with and w ithout recycling/composting program.
The cost of composting in the region is conservatively estimated to be 
$25 per ton for yard waste and sludge, based upon national survey results 
and information available from the region (White 1993; Nesbitt 193; Lanphier 
1993; Deyle 1991; Hegberg 1990). Assuming 100% diversion of yard waste 
and co-composting with the sewage sludge, total compost cost for Jefferson 
Parish would be $2,559,456 for the first year. When land cost (annualized 
and discounted) are added to the cost of collection and composting, the total
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f l |  without recycling/composting §§f with recycling/composting
Figure 5.4 Example Collection Cost with and w ithout Recycling/Composting for 
Jefferson Parish
1 0 0
cost per ton is estimated to be $88.21. Based upon the com post operations 
in other states as weil as those operated in Louisiana, the com post is not 
estimated to have market value, but may be given away w ithout additional 
transportation or disposal cost.
Figure 5.5 compares Scenario I (landfill all waste) to Scenario III (re­
cycling and compost yard waste and sludge). Landfilling the waste results in 
a total cost of $13,287,824 in 1993 versus $17,312,574 for the recycling and 
composting option.
Note here that the "avoided cost of disposal" frequently cited by 
composting advocates is $25.49 per ton in 1993 as compared to the landfill 
cost of $18.51 in 1993 (without recycling/composting), a difference of only 
32%. Stating that this small premium for composting may be offset by other 
environmental gains overlooks the collection cost required to achieve the 
composting.
Transfer Cost
Transfer cost analysis is important to ISWM under conditions where a 
local landfill is not an option or if distant landfill tipping fees are significantly 
lower. The evaluation of the transfer option should be done in comparison to 
local disposal options. If local disposal costs are high, it m ight be necessary 
to compare the cost of recycling and/or composting to the cost of distant 
transfer of waste. For example, if the local landfill option (Scenario I) is 
ignored in the case of Jefferson Parish, one comparison that could be
19
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evaluated with this methodology is transfer versus recycling (Scenario VI 
versus Scenarios VII, VIII, and IX).
In Scenario VI, the cumulative present cost of the solid waste system 
for the 20 year projection period when discounted at 8% is $275,088,293. 
Present cost estimates are the only accurate means of comparing future costs 
because ISWM methods have different investment and operating cost profiles 
over the time periods. By comparing present cost, all projects can be judged 
on an equal basis. Figure 5.6 compares the present cost of Scenarios VI, VII, 
VIII, and IX. Table 5.7 gives a brief description of the scenarios covered in 
Figure 5.6. Assuming that no other treatment or disposal options exist, the 
correct conclusion would be that Scenario IX (transfer with recycling and yard 
waste ban) would yield the lowest cost of waste management.
Waste to Energy
As was expected, waste-to-energy proved not to be a cost effective 
method of solid waste management for the study area, as was expected.
WTE cost for a modular facility in Jefferson Parish was projected to be 
approximately $83/ton for 1993. The total discounted cost of m anagem ent 
utilizing WTE for 20 years was projected to be $515,000,000.
WTE was one of the waste management methods that did show a high 
degree of economy of scale. This is attributable to the difference in construc­
tion cost and operating expense for modular versus site erected facilities. A 
comparison of Scenario X (recycling with WTE) for the local and regional
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Figure 5.6 Comparison of SWM Cost with Transfer for Jefferson Parish
Table 5.7 Brief Scenario Descriptions
Number Description
I Landfill All
II Recycle, Landfill Residuals
III Recycle, Compost, Landfill Residuals
IV Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Landfill Residuals
V Compost All
VI Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VII Recycle, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VIII Recycle, Compost, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
IX Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
X Recycle, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XI Recycle, Compost, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XII Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XIII Compost, Landfill Residuals
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management of waste projects a difference in discounted cost of 
$290,000,000, or 32%.
Landfill Cost
Even after the projected increase caused by the Subtitle D regulations, 
disposal by landfill still proved to be the lowest cost method of solid waste 
management. Figure 5.7 compares the projected costs for each of the solid 
waste management methods. The cost of composting includes the cost of the 
separate yard waste collection. Transfer cost is not shown because it would 
be an addition to the other solid waste management methods.
Local Waste Management Evaluation
The accurate method of local solid waste management cost analysis is 
to compare the total discounted cost of the different integrated methods, as is 
done in Figure 5.8. Table 5.8 gives a brief description of the scenarios 
covered in Figure 5.8. Refer to Table 4.1 for a detailed description of the 
assumptions. By comparing discounted dollars, the methods can be accurate­
ly judged as the expenditures are presented on a comparable basis. From 
Figure 5.8, it can be seen that the local landfill scenarios have total discounted 
costs of $100,000,000 to $300,000,000 less than the other options, with 
Scenario 1 being the least cost of all alternatives (see Appendix C for details).
In the consultant's report included as Appendix A (see also the sum m a­
ry in Table 2.2), the analysis of the system cost did not include discounting. 
The consultant projected annual, total, and average cost of disposal for
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Figure 5.8 Comparison of Total Discounted Cost of Local ISWM for All Scenarios 
for Jefferson Parish
Table 5.8 Brief Scenario Descriptions
Number Description
1 Landfill All
II Recycle, Landfill Residuals
III Recycle, Compost, Landfill Residuals
IV Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Landfill Residuals
V Compost All
VI Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VII Recycle, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VIII Recycle, Compost, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
IX Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
X Recycle, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XI Recycle, Compost, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XII Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XIII Compost, Landfill Residuals
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various time periods, in this case five years. Recommendations in the report 
are based exclusively upon these values.
Another useful result of the methodology developed in this study is 
presented in Figure 5.9. Table 5.9 gives a brief description of the scenarios 
covered in Figure 5.9. Instead of total discounted cost of m anagem ent as 
shown in Figure 5.8, this graph specifies the discounted cost in dollars per 
ton. It also allocates the cost of waste management for each of the methods 
utilized. The cost for each method does not correspond to the values found 
on the summary reports in Appendix C. The values in Figure 5.9 are d is­
counted to present worth. Discounting the annual dollar per ton values in the 
summary reports will not yield the results in Figure 5.9. The dollar per ton 
values in the summary reports are calculated simply by dividing the annual 
cost of a method by the total number of tons managed by that method. 
Therefore, the summation of the individual management method cost per ton 
will not yield the total cost per ton. Using Scenario VIII for example (Ta­
ble 5.1), the total undiscounted cost for 1993 was $50.96 per ton. Incorrectly 
summing the dollar per ton values for all the management methods yields a 
much higher number. To arrive at the discounted value allocation in Fig­
ure 5.9, the total annual dollar per ton figures are discounted and then allocat­
ed based upon the percentage of total undiscounted waste m anagem ent cost. 
Unlike the method used by the consultant in Appendix A, this is the only
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Figure 5.9 Comparison of $/Ton Cost of All Scenarios for Jefferson Parish
Table 5.9 Brief Scenario Descriptions
Number Description
I Landfill All
II Recycle, Landfill Residuals
III Recycle, Compost, Landfill Residuals
IV Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Landfill Residuals
V Compost All
VI Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VII Recycle, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VIII Recycle, Compost, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
IX Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
X Recycle, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XI Recycle, Compost, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XII Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XIII Compost, Landfill Residuals
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accurate method of interpreting the solid waste management cost on a dollar 
per unit basis.
One conclusion that can be drawn from the results of this method of 
analysis is that the recycling costs are higher than some other forms of waste 
management. Nonetheless, recycling is a SWM method being used more 
frequently. Another conclusion that is not immediately obvious from the 
results is that the benefit of recycling is not being realized in the cost of solid 
waste collection. In the scenarios summarized in Appendix C, the total 
amount of waste collected is the same with and w ithout recycling. The 
recycling method represents a different form of treatm ent/disposal for a portion 
of the waste, but does not increase or decrease the total amount collected. 
While waste collected through a recycling program reduces the amount of 
waste collected in the conventional pickup, no cost reduction in the collection 
contract is being achieved. Less trucks and personnel will be required for 
conventional solid waste collection, which should mean lower cost to the 
collection company.
The state mandate to reduce landfill usage has succeeded in forcing 
local government to implement curbside recycling. In the rush to contract for 
recycling services, the local government are overlooking an opportunity to 
negotiate a reduction in conventional waste collection contracts. As these 
contracts expire in the future, local officials will need to remember to negotiate
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a reduction in the monthly household charge to reflect the amount of waste 
diverted through recycling.
Regional Analysis of Cost
Engineering consultants planning integrated solid waste m anagem ent 
systems are usually asked to analyze the cost of regional disposal. In addi­
tion to the previously described inadequacies in the reports, another error has 
become evident. The consultant reports tend to evaluate regional systems by 
comparing one regional waste management scenario to another. None of the 
reports examined while conducting this study (including the reports in 
Table 2.1) compared the regional cost to the local cost for the same integrated 
system.
Figure 5.10 details the regional cost for the same waste m anagem ent 
scenarios analyzed in the local evaluation (see Table 5.10 for a brief descrip­
tion or Table 4.1 for details). The cost in Figure 5.10 may represent some 
cost saving over the local waste management, as described in the chapter on 
methodology. The saving associated with building one large regional landfill is 
relatively modest, about $7,000,000 discounted dollars or roughly $0.30 per 
ton discounted. This represents only a 2% reduction in projected cost.
Some scenarios had much greater economy of scale, such as the WTE 
method, which achieved a 32% reduction in cost through regionalization. This 
was due to the projected difference in capital and operation cost for the larger, 
more efficient site-erected combustor as opposed to the local modular WTE
1 1 1
Scenario
Figure 5.10 Comparison of Total Discounted Cost of Regional ISWM for All 
Scenarios in the Study Area
Table 5.10 Brief Scenario Descriptions 
Number Description
I Landfill All
II Recycle, Landfill Residuals
III Recycle, Compost, Landfill Residuals
IV Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Landfill Residuals
V Compost All
VI Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VII Recycle, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VIII Recycle, Compost, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
IX Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
X Recycle, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XI Recycle, Compost, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XII Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XIII Compost, Landfill Residuals
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system. Figure 5.11 presents the cost saving of the regional waste m anage­
ment scenarios, also known as the incremental economies of regionalization 
(see Table 5.11 for a brief description or Table 4.1 for details).
Optim ization of the local and regional ISWM methods was not required 
because the solution was obvious by inspection. As depicted in Figure 5.7, 
the cost estimates of the various methods of waste management do not cross. 
Therefore, changing from one method to another would not decrease the dis­
counted cost. This was an unexpected result of the study because it was 
initially anticipated that the cost of landfill disposal would eventually exceed 
the cost of one or more of the other methods. Even if grossly m isestimated, 
landfill cost would still be the lowest cost management method. For example, 
if the projected cost of the landfill and WTE methods were both m isstated by a 
factor of two in opposite directions, landfilling would still be lower cost.
Jacobs and Everett theorized that recycling might achieve an optimal 
cost scenario if it could be shown that it resulted in the postponem ent of 
construction of a new landfill. Potential flaws in the recycling cost scenarios 
were discussed in previous chapters of this thesis and arguments were 
presented showing that the true cost of recycling is higher because of the way 
collection and recycling contracts are written. The other premise of the 
Jacobs and Everett paper was that landfill cost could be accurately predicted 
30 to 50 years in the future. Knowing the cost of landfill construction, the
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Scenario
Figure 5.11 Comparison of Total Discounted Cost Saving of Regional ISWM for 
All Scenarios in the Study Area
Table 5.11 Brief Scenario Descriptions
Number Description
I Landfill All
II Recycle, Landfill Residuals
III Recycle, Compost, Landfill Residuals
IV Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Landfill Residuals
V Compost All
VI Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VII Recycle, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
VIII Recycle, Compost, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
IX Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, Transfer, Landfill Residuals
X Recycle, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XI Recycle, Compost, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XII Recycle, Ban Yard Waste, WTE, Landfill Residuals
XIII Compost, Landfill Residuals
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authors argued that recycling could significantly delay construction of the new 
and more expensive landfill. The result was a scenario that showed recycling 
cost higher than the current cost of landfill disposal, but when the discounting 
effect of the postponement of the new landfill was added, the total cost was 
lower than the alternative.
Projecting solid waste management cost 10 to 20 years forward is a 
difficult task and the results may not be accurate. While collecting data and 
developing the computer algorithms for the cost estimates, none of the experts 
consulted would hazard a guess as to SWM cost 30, 40 or 50 years in the 
future. Therefore, it is very unlikely that a decision would be made to change 
to a higher cost system of waste management based upon estimates of SWM 
costs 20 or 30 or more years in the future.
It is not impossible that some technological breakthrough or regulatory 
change will occur to radically alter the cost of waste disposal. The cost of 
recycling is kept high by the expense of sorting materials, even in curbside 
collection systems. Curbside collection normally entails the use of trucks 
equipped with individual sorting bins. The composition of waste changes from 
day to day, season to season, and neighborhood to neighborhood, making it 
impossible to design a collection vehicle with bins properly sized so that they 
all fill up at the same time. This factor, combined with the low density of 
recyclable materials, makes curbside collection expensive. A truck built to 
simultaneously collect recyclable and non-recyclables could significantly
115
reduce this cost. Such a vehicle would have compaction for all the recycling 
bins as well as in the non-recyclable material compartment. The size of each 
recyclable material compartment would also need to be adjustable by the 
driver. The large waste management companies are working on vehicles of 
this type, but none have proven successful to date.
Another technology that might have an impact on solid waste m anage­
ment cost could be a waste collection vehicle capable of compacting waste to 
a density of 1200 pounds per cubic yard or more and baling it. Compaction 
and baling is being done by stationary equipment used experimentally at a few 
landfills. In addition to elim inating the post-tipping compaction cost, the bale 
can be handled and stacked in a semi-automated process. It also increases 
overall compaction efficiency in the landfill and reduces the amount of daily 
cover required. Incorporation of such a system into the collection vehicle 
would represent a breakthrough in terms of disposal cost.
In addition to technological breakthroughs that m ight affect the eco­
nomic optim ization of the economics of waste management, unique local 
conditions might create situations where the theoretical optim ization theory 
might be applicable to the solution. An example might be high land cost that 
make a local landfill prohibitively expensive. The methodology developed in 
this study can be used to generate the cost estimates and to evaluate the 
various waste management options for any such scenario. Any further
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optim ization that might be required could be done with any of the existing 
linear programming software packages available on the market.
In attempting to define conditions that might create unique optim ization 
problems, a breakeven analysis of composting cost versus transfer cost was 
performed. Given the assumptions used for the study area, composting of 
yard waste does not pay for itself unless haul distance exceeds 275 miles one 
way, roughly the distance from New Orleans to Shreveport. This is also the 
distance to the Ohio landfills where New Jersey waste is being hauled. A 
breakeven point of composting may not exist because the acreage and land 
characteristics required for composting sites are very sim ilar to that required 
for landfills. Odor control, pest infestation, and leachate collection and 
treatment requirements are also similar. It is possible that any land deemed 
unsuitable for a landfill m ight be ruled unsuitable for composting. Given 
sim ilar requirements for composting and landfilling, and the fact that com p­
osting has higher collection and operating costs, it may never compete directly 
with landfilling as a method of disposal.
W aste-to-energy is another method that might become economically 
viable compared to landfill cost in certain situations; however, optim ization 
using WTE is an irreversible decision. WTE plant financing for either privately 
or publicly owned facilities is dependent upon guaranteed contracts for tipping; 
and these contracts are for twenty years or more. So-called put-or-pay 
arrangements require the government to guarantee a specified amount of
waste will be tipped at the WTE plant; failure to deliver the contractual amount 
forces payment of a fee to the WTE operator. If the WTE option is chosen, it 
e lim inates the ability to use any of the other management methods to some 
degree, which represents a further optim ization constraint.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
The evaluation of future solid waste management cost is significantly 
improved by of the methodology proposed in this thesis. The basic com ponent 
of any SWM analysis is the projection of waste quantity and composition, also 
called waste characterization. The extension of shift-share analysis into waste 
characterization provides a means of decomposing the change in rate of waste 
generation into its fundamental components. Utilizing the available local and 
national data to estimate the components of waste generation growth rates will 
make possible more accurate projections. By forecasting waste generation as 
a sum of many components, more accurate estimates of future waste com posi­
tion are possible. Information on waste composition analysis is useful in all 
phases of integrated solid waste management.
The method of financial analysis proposed in the thesis corrects flaws in 
the interpretation of results common to methods now in use. The present worth 
analysis of ISWM cost renders each waste management method on a basis that 
allows comparison of the cost both directly and relative to each other. Use of 
generally accepted accounting principles, such as land and capital cost 
amortization, rationalizes the land and capital costs in a sim ilar manner. The 
incremental econom ic projections used in the study clearly indicate the cost or 
benefit of regional versus local waste management. When these methods of 
financial analysis were used in conjunction with basic principles of engineering
1 1 8
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economy, the optim ization of the integrated solid waste system was obvious by 
inspection. The combination of these methods also perm its the allocation of 
ISWM cost into dollars per unit weight and unit volume which are values that are 
easier for the layperson to interpret.
Recommendations
As in any engineering project, the quality of the results is as good as the 
data. Efforts to improve the accuracy of the data used in the com puter model 
should continue. This includes the national and local data used in the different 
facility sizing and cost estimation modules as well as the local information crucial 
to the projection of waste generation rates.
Having proven that a computer model of the methodology is feasible, 
conversion of segments of the code to a programming language should be 
accomplished. By carefully planning the conversion, the execution speed and 
portability of the system can be greatly enhanced. At the same time, the 
graphical user interface and spreadsheet features should be maintained because 
they provide an easy, visually-oriented method of data entry and output. While 
the computer model may never evolve to the level of an expert system, user 
acceptance will be improved through GUI enhancements.
The Louisiana Education Quality Support Fund grant of $206,000 will be 
used to complete the study for Metropolitan New Orleans. This grant may also 
be used as a springboard to launch the system into regional and national use.
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Contact should be made with EPA Region VI and the EPA National Risk 
Reduction Laboratory to promote use of the model.
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Solid Waste Sewage Sludge Tolal
Year Population Annual Tons T o n s /D ay Annual Tons To ns /D ay Annual Tons To ns /D ay
1990 66,631 48,641 133 4,745 13 53,385 6 1463
1991 66,916 48,849 134 4,765 13 53,614.0 146 9
1992 67,203 49,058 134 4,786 13 53,843.9 147 5
1993 67,491 49,268 135 4,806 13 54,074.7 148.1
1994 67,780 49,479 136 4,827 13 54,306.2 1188
1995 68,070 49,691 136 4,817 13 54,538 6 1494
1996 68,361 49,904 137 4,868 13 54,771.7 150.1
1997 68,654 50,117 137 4,889 13 55,006.5 1507
1998 68,948 50,332 138 4,910 13 55,212.0 151.3
1999 69,243 50,547 138 4,931 14 55,478.4 152 0
2000 69,540 50,764 139 4,952 14 55,716.4 152 6
2001 69,878 51,011 140 4,976 14 55,987.2 153.4
2002 70,219 51,260 140 5,001 14 56,260.4 154.1
2003 70,560 51,509 141 5,025 14 56,5336 154 9
2001 70,904 51,760 142 5,049 14 56,809.2 155.6
2005 71,249 52,012 142 5,074 14 57,085.6 156.4
2006 71,596 52,265 143 5.099 14 57,363.7 157.2
2007 71,944 52,519 144 5,123 14 57,642.5 1579
2008 72,294 52,775 145 5,148 14 57,9229 1587
2009 72,646 53,032 145 5,173 14 58,204.9 159.5
2010 73,000 53,290 146 5,199 14 58,4886 160 2
2011 73,354 53,548 147 5,224 14 58,772.2 161.0
2012 73,710 53,808 147 5,219 14 59,057.4 1 6 ) U
2013 74,068 54,070 148 5.275 14 ' 59,31-1 3 162 6
2014 74,427 54,332 149 5,300 15 59,631.9 163.4
2015 74,788 54,595 150 5,326 15 59,921.1 1612
To la l (1966-2015) 1,043.450 2,859 101,791 279 1.145,240 3.1311
Average 52,172 143 5,090 14 57,262 157
APPENDIX C - LOCAL ISWM SUMMARY COST PROJECTIONS UTILIZING 
THE PROPOSED NEW METHODOLOGY
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I. Continue Landfilling All Wastes
WASTE TO NNAG E_________________V e ar_______ W 3 ___________low _________ 1W5_________ ;C00 ;oo5_________ 2010__________:013
GENERATION
M S '// 32 4 .7 1 5 327.382 330.104 342.983 $65,540 391 351 4C3 366
v c ra  W a ste 57.723 56,668 56.026 57.397 56 301 54 339 53.986
S e w a g e  S lu a g e 4 6 2 5 5 46.238 46.220 46.220 46 311 46  467 46  561
T o ta  A m o u n t o( W a s te 42 8 ,6 9 3 430.488 432,350 447,100 468,152 492,657 508,913
WTE R esidual A th 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P suedo-Tota l W a ste  D isp o sal 428 ,693 430,488 432,350 447,100 468,152 492.657 508.913
M A N A G EM EN T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o ile c T io n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C o m o o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t L a n d filled 4 2 8 6 9 3 4 3 0 4 8 9 432.350 447 101 468.152 492.657 5 0 8 9 1 3
Total W a ste  M a n a g e d 428 ,693 4 3 0 4 8 9 432,350 447,101 468.152 492,657 508,913
WASTE M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M S W  T o ta lS $ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8 3 5 .3 4 8 6 7 7 S 5 6 6 1.037 S7.5 75 .745 SI 0 ,157.993 $ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0 S16.277.632
S /to n $13 .99 $13.92 $14.66 S18.90 $24.08 $30.57 S35.21
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S SO SO $0 SO so SO $0
S /to n S0.00 $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 30.00 30.00
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C o s t
Total S $ 5 ,3 50 ,698 $5 ,348 ,677 $ 5 ,6 6 i,0 3 7 $7,575,745 $10,157,993 $13,639,470 $16,277,632
S /to n $ 1 3 .9 9 $13.92 $14.66 $18.90 $24.08 $30.57 $35.21
RECYCLING
M S W  T o ta lS SO SO $0 $0 so $0 SO
S /to n SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 50.00
TRANSFER
T o ta l S so so so so so $0 so
S /to n SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  TotcJ S so so so so $0 SO so
S /to n SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO
Y a rd  W a s te  To tal $ so so so so SO 30 so
S /to n SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
S lu d g e  T o ta lS $0 $0 so SO SO $0 so
S /to n SO.OO SO. 00 $0.00 SO,CO SO.OO $0.00 S0.00
Total W a ste  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total $ so $0 $a IcT" $0 $0 ...........w
S /to n $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ SO so so so so SO so
S /to n $ 0 .00 $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO
LANDFILL
Toted S $7 ,9 3 7 ,1 1 3 S7.992.358 $8 ,049.728 $8,392,217 58.833,839 S9.385.193 S9.779.015
S /to n S18.51 $18.57 $18.62 S18.77 $18.87 S19.05 S19.22
TOTAL SOUD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
U n discounted
Total $ $ 1 3 2 8 7 ,8 1 1 $13 ,341 ,035 $13 ,710 ,765 $15,967,962 $18,991,832 $23,024,663 $26 ,056,647
$ /tc n $31 .00 $30.99 $31.71 $35.71 $ 4 0 5 7 $46 .74 $51.20
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m $ 3 7 .0 5 $37.21 $38.26 $ 4 4 5 6 $52.89 $63.90 $72.17
C u m u la tiv e  Q lsco u n to d
T o ta lS $ 1 8 0 ,548 ,402
S /to n $ 1 8 6 9
S p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m $ 2 3 .9 4
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
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I. Continue Landfilling All Wastes
WASTE VOLUME Yecr i9 Q 3 __________1904 '9 0 5  q^cq________ 2005_________2010_________ 2013
GENERATION
M S W
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
TotcS A m o u n t o t W a ste  
W TE R esid u al Ash
P s u e d o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal
9 02 .709
1 1 5 4 4 6
5 5 J 6 4
1,073,339
a
1,073,339
12.962
113.736
55.144
1,081,342  0
12.051
963,465
115.794
55.123
1.052.238  
112-oOi 
55231
.150.200
109.677
5 5 4 1 7
1,090,631 0 1,139,3810 1,220.071 0
1.0 81.842 1.090.631 1,139,381 1.220,071
1,315,294
0
1.216.161
107.972
5 5 5 2 9
1,379,662 0
1,379,662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t  E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE  
A m o u n t la n d f i l le d  
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
1 ,3796621 0 7 3 .3 3 9 I 08 1.842 : 0 9 0  631 1.139 381 1.220.07T 1 3 1 5 2 9 4
1.081,842 090,631 .139,381 ,220,071 1,315,294
C O LLECTIO N
M S W  Tota lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a ste  C o lle c tio n  C o st
Total S " 
3 /c u .y a
1.073,339
S 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8
$5.26
SO
so.co
SS.348.677
35.21
SO$0.00
35 6 6 1 .0 3 7  
$5.47  
SO $0.00
$ 7 ,575,745
$6.99
$0
SO.OO
$10,157,993
S8.72
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$10.83
$0$0.00
1,379.662
$ 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
$12.29
$0
$0.00
R E C Y C LIN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /a j .y d
$0$0.00 $0SO.OO $0$0.00 $0$0.00 so$0,00 $0so.co
$0
$0.00
Total $ 
$ /c u .y d
so$0.00 $0$0.00 so$0.00 $0$0.00 so$0.00 $0$0.00
so
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  $0 $0 $0
$ /c u .y d  $0 .00  30 .00  $0.00
Y a rd  W a s te  T o ta lS  SO $0 SO
S /c u .y d  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00
S lu d g e  T o td S  $0 $0 $0
S /c u .v d  SO.OO $0.00  $0 .00
Totat W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total S "
S /c u .y d
$0$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$0$0.00
SO$0.00
SO$0.00
$0$0.00
So
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO$0.00
so$0.00
 'To”
$0.00
so
SO.OO
$0
saoo
$0
saoo
— VT 
$0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
LANDFILL
Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
SO
SO.OO
$ 7 ,9 37 ,113
$9.68
TOTAL SOUP WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
SO$0.00
$7:992,358  
$9.70
$0$0,00
$8,049,728
$9.73
$0
$0.00
$ 8 ,3 9 2 2 1 7
S9.79
SO$0.00
$8,833,839
$9.83
SO$0.00
$9,385,193
$9.90
SO
SO.OO
S 9.779.015
$9.98
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /c u .  yd .
________________$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$13,287,811 $13,341,035 $13,710,765 $15,967,962 $18,991,832
$12.38 $12.33 $1267 $14.01 $1567
$37.05 $37.21 $38.26 $4456 $52.89
$180646402
$7.17
$23.94
$23,024,663
$1751
$63.90
$26,056,647
$18.89
$72.17
y e a r  1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  0% 0%
B an 0%  0%
C o m p o s tin g  0% 0%
WTE 0%  0%
TOTAL 0%  0%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  0%  0%
8 a n  0%  0%
C o m p o s tin g  0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0%  0%
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II. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge
WASTE TO N N A G E _________________ Y ear 1994 ^ .0 5  :ooo :oc6 20  to _________ :oi3
G ENERATIO N
M S W  3 2 4 .7 15 3 2 ' HZ  230 104 342.983 265,540 3 9 1 3 5 1  408.366
Y a rd  W a s te  57.723 So.£68 £6 02 6  57 .897 56.301 54 .339  53 .986
S e w a g e  S lu d g e  46  255 46 238 46 220 46 2 20    4<s.3.11 46 4 6 7  46.561
T o td  A m o u n t 0< W a s te  ~  4 2 8 .6 9 3 " ’ ........ 430 488 "  432 .350 4 47 ,100  "  4 6 8 J 5 2  4 92 .657  ^ 0 8 .9 1 3 ^
W TE R e s id u a l A sh_________________________ 0_____________0 ___  0  p______________ _0________________0_______________ 0 .
P s u e d o -T o ta l W a s te  D isp o sal 428~693 ' 430.488 432.350 447 .100 ........... 4 6 a j5 2 " " ,T ~ 4 9 2 .6 5 7  508.913
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t  R e c y c le d  50 ,702 5 1 2 2 4  51 .759 54 .007  58 .278  6 3 ,2 4 0  66.561
A m o u n t  E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  0  0  0  0  0  0  0
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  0  0  0  0  0  0  0
A m o u n t  to  W TE 0  0  0  0  0  0  0
A m o u n t  L a n d fille d  3 7 7 9 0 1  37Q 265  3 3 0 5 9 1  393.093 4 Q 9 8 7 5  4 2 9 4 1 7  442.352
To ta l W a s te  M a n a g e d  428.693 430.439 432.350 44 7 .1 0 0  46 8 .1 5 3  492 .657  508.913
WASTE M A N A G E M E N T  COSTS
C O LLEC TIO N
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /to n
Y a r d  W asT e Total S 
S /to n
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C ost
5 5 /150.698
$16.13
$0
$0.00
$5.343 677  
$ *6.06  
30 
c u. CO
55.661.037
$16.93
$0
SO.OO
$7 ,575,745
$21.84
SO
SO.OO
$10,157,993
$27.94
SO
$0.00
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$35.62
$0
SO.OO
S 16.277.632
$41.13
SO
SO.OO
Total S 
3 /to n
“ ~S5S5b,698
$16.13
$5,348,677  
516.06
$5,661,037
$16.93
57,575,745
$21.84
$10 ,157 ,993
$27.94
$13,639,470
$35.62
$16,277,632
$41.13
R E C Y C L IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /ton
$1 ,936,068
$38.19
S 1.935.536  
S3 7.78
$1,992,644
338.50
$ 2 ,3 10,020 
$42.77
$2,683,213
$46.04
$3 ,121 ,056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 ,3 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER
T o td  S 
S /to n
$0
$0.00
30
SO.CO
SO
SO.CO
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
$0
SO.OO
$0
SO.OO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S/ton
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /to n  
S lu d g e  T o td  S 
S /to n
Total W a s te  C o m p o s t in g  C ost
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
so
50.00  
$0
50.00
SO
50.00
so
50.00
so
50.00
$0
$0.00
$0
50.00  
$0
50.00
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
so
SO.OO
so
$0.00
SO
saoo
so
$0.00
$0
so.co
Total S 
S /ton
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
io
$0.00
WASTE TO  ENERGY
T o td  S 
S /to n
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
so
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
so
$0.00
so
saoo
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
S /to n
$ 6 .9 7 3 4 1 8
$18.45
S7.020.932
S18.51
S7,0 7 0 2 2 6  
S18.5Q
$7 ,369,482
$18.75
$7 ,748 ,516
$18.90
$8 ,219 ,364
S19.14
$8,554,261
$19.34
TOTAL SO U D  WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
U n a c c o u n te d
To ta l $
5 /to n
$ p a r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$14,260,184
$33.26
$39.76
$14,304,945
$33.23
$39.90
$14,723,907
$34.06
$41.08
$17,255 ,247
$38.59
$48.15
$20,589,722
$43.98
$57.34
$24,979,890
$50.70
$69.33
$28,249,242
$55211
$78.25
C u m u la t iv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
5 /to n
5 p e r  c c p l t a  p e r  a n n u m
$1 9 5 ,000 ,796
$20.08
$25.85
y e a r  1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  12% 13%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g  0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 12% 13%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  14% 16%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g  0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 14% 16%
Jefferson 1 3 7
II. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge
WASTE VO LUM E___________________Y e ar_______ W 3 ______________ w s _________ 2000___________2OC6  2 010  2013
G ENERATION
M S W
Y ard  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lung©
9 0 2 .7 2 9  
1 1 5 4 4 6  
55.164
912.962
113.736
•55,144
9 2 3 4 5 7
112.051
55.123
9 6 8 4 6 5
115.794
55.123
1.052.238  
112.601 
55.231
1 .1 5 0 2 0 0
109.677
5 5 4 1 7
1216.161
107.972
55.529
T o td  A m o u n t of W a s te 1,073,339 1,081,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220,071 1,315,294 1,379,662
WTE R esidual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isp o sal 1 .073,339 i.031 ,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220.071 1,315,294 1.379.662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 150.708 152.910 155,176 164.038 1 8 1 6 1 4 202 4 3 9 216.635
A m o u n t  E x c lu d e d  f ro m  C o lle c t io n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C o m o o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t L a n d fille d 922.631 928.932 9 3 5 4 5 5 975 .343 1 .0 3 8 4 5 7 1 .112,855 1 163 027
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 1,073,339 ),081 ,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220,071 1.315.294 1,379,662
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
C O LLECTIO N
M S W  T o ta lS S 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8 $ 5 4 4 8 6  77 S 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7 S 7.575.745 S 10.157.993 S 1 3 ,6 3 9 4 7 0 $16,277,632
S /c u .y d S5.26 S5.21 $5.47 $6.99 $8.72 $10.83 $12.29
Y a rd  W a s te  Total $ SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO
S /c u .y d $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.CO $0.00 SO.OO
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C o s t
Total S $5 ,350,698 $5,348,677 $5,661,037 ^ 7 . 5 7 5 . 7 4 5 T i  0 , 157.993 $1 3 ,639 ,470 516,277,632
S /c u .y d $5.26 $521 $5.47 $6.99 $8.72 $10.83 $12.29
R E C Y C LIN G
M S W  T o ta lS $1 ,936,068 S I.9 3 5 2 3 6 $ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4 S 2 .310.020 $ 2 ,6 8 3 2 1 3 $3 ,1 2 1 ,0 5 6 $3.417.349
$ /c u .y d $12.85 SI 2.66 $12.84 $14.08 $14.77 $16.42 $15.77
TRANSFER
Total $ $0 SO so SO so SO SO
S /c u .y d $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO $0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0
S /c u .y d SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Y a rd  W a s te  T o td  S SO $0 $0 SO $0 SO $0
3 /c u .y d SO.OO saoo SO.OO saoo so.00 SO.OO $0.00
S lu d g e  Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
S /c u .y d saoo saoo $0.00 saoo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total S $0 $0 $0 50 50
S /c u .y d $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o ta lS so $0 $0 so SO so so
S /c u .y d $0.00 saoo $0 .00 SO.OO $0.00 $0 .00 $0,00
LANDFILL
T o ta lS $ 6 ,9 7 3 4 1 8 $7,020,932 3 7 .0 7 0 2 2 6 $ 7 ,3 6 9 4 8 2 $7 ,748 ,516 $ 8 2 1 9 ,3 6 4 $ 8 5 5 4 2 6 1
S /c u .y d $9.70 $9.74 $9.77 $9.84 $9.90 $10.01 $10.10
TOTAL SO UD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
Total $ $14,260,184 $14,304,945 $14,723,907 $17255,247 $20,589,722 $24,979,890 $28,249,242
$ /c u .  y d . $ 13-29 $1322 $1350 $15.14 $16.68 $18.99 $2048
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m $39.76 $39.90 $41.08 $48.15 $57.34 $69.33 $7055
C u m u la tiv e  D lic o u n te d
Total 5 $196 ,000 ,796
$ /c u .  y d . $7.74
___________________ $ p e r  c a p i t a  p e t _a n n u m ________________$25.86
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE C% 0%
TOTAL 12% 13%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 14% 16%
Jefferson 1 3 8
III. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge
WASTE TO N N A G E _____________________Y e a r  :s©.i ; c c j  x -05 :c c o  :o c p   2010 : o : :
G ENERATION
M S W  .3 :4  r^ 5  .3.3 0  .342.983 3 6 5 5 4 0  391 .35* 4 3 8 ,;6o
Y a rd  W a s te  57.723 56 .663 co.026 57 .897 56.301 54 339 53.986
S e w a g e  S lu d g e  4 6  253 4 6 2 3 S  46.S2Q -16.220 46.311 4 6 4 6 7  46 561
TotcS A m o u n t Of W a s te  42 8 ,6 9 3  4 3 0 A 8 8  432 .350  447 .100  4 68 .152  492.667 508.913
WTE R esid u al Ash 0  0  0  0  0  0 0
P s u e d o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 4 2 8 .6 9 3 "  '4 3 0 .4 8 6  ’  432 .350 447.100 468 .152  4 9 2 ^ 7  ''i0 8 .9 1 3 ~
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  50 .702  51 .224 51 .759 54 .007 53 .278 63  2 4 0  06.561
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  0  0  0  0  0  0 0
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  103.978 103.106 1022 4 6  1G 4./17 1 0 2 6 1 2  JO U C b  1C0547
A m o u n t to  WTE 0  0  0  0  0  0 0
A m o u n t la n d f i l le d ________________________________ 2 7 4 0 1 3 ________? Z * i ls 9 .____  , - 7 8 3 4 5 ._ 288 .976  _____ 307 263 328 111 34 1 305
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  4 2 8 6 9 3  ‘4 3 0 ^ 9 ‘ “ % 3 2 ’ W 0 "  .........  4 4 7 J 00 ^  468 .153  492 .657 .......  ^  508.913
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
C O LLECTIO N
M S W  T o ta lS  3 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8  S5.348 6 7 7  35 .661,037 S7.575.745 510 ,157.993 $13.639 4 7 0
S /to n  319.53  S19.37 $20.34 $26.22 S33.06 $41.57
Y a rd  W a s te  T o ta  $ $1 ,936 ,068  $ 1 ,935 ,336  $ 1 ,9 92 ,644  $2 .310 ,020  $ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3  S3.121.CS6
S /tcn  $33 .54  $34.03 $35.57 $39.90  $47.66  $56.91
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C ost
$16,277,632
$47.62
$ 3 4 1 7 ,3 4 9
$63.30
Total $ 
3 /tc n
$ 7 ,2 8 6 ,7 6 6
$21.97
$7 ,284 ,014
$21.87
$7 ,6 5 3 ,6 0 )
$22.89
$9,685,765
$28.50
$12,841,207
$35.32
$16,760,526
$43.77
T l  9 .6 94 .981 
$49.76
R E C Y C LIN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
$ /tc n
$1 ,936,068
$38.19
51 ,935.336
S37.78
S I.99 2 .6 4 4  
338.50
S2.310.020  
$42.77
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
33,121.056
$49.35
$34 1 7 .3 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER
Total $ 
S /ton
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
50
SO.CO
SO
$0,00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /ton
Y a rd  W a s te  Total $ 
S /ton  
S lu d g e  Total S 
S/ton
Total W a s te  C o m o o s t ln a  C o s t
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 4 7 0 .1 6 1
$25.47
$1 ,1 7 9 ,7 4 6
$25.51
SO 
SO.OO 
SI 4 4 8 .7 8 6  
$25.48  
$1 ,179,309  
$25.51
SO
50.00
$ 1 4 6 9 .7 4 6
$26.23
$1,213,538
S26.26
$0
$0.00
$ 1 .7 5 5 4 9 0
$30.32
$ 1 4 0 3 .1 0 2
$30.36
SO 
$0.00  
$ 1 .9 7 5 4 2 3  
$35.09  
$ 1 6 2 6 ,0 0 4  
$35.11
$0
saoo
$2,227,087
$40.61
$1 .8 8 7 5 2 1
$40.62
SO
saoo
$2593 .703
$44.34
$ 2 0 6 4 4 9 2
$44.34
T o td  $ 
S /fo n
$2 ,649 ,907
$ 2 5 4 9
$2 ,628,095
$25 .49
$2,683,284'
$26.24
$3,158,492
$30.34
$3 ,601,427
$35,10 ' $40.62 $ 4 4 5 4
WASTE TO  ENERGY
Total $ 
S /tcn
$0
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0.00
SO
$0.00
LANDFILL
TotctfS
S /to n
$ 5 4 3 9 ,7 8 0
$19.05
S 5 4  78,952  
S19.84
S 5 .5 19,706  
$19.03
$ 5 .7 4 5 4 4 0
$19.88
$6,055 ,940
$19.71
$ 6 4 4 7 5 8 5
$19.65
$6,729,127
$19.69
TOTAL SO UD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
U n a c c o u n te d
Total $
$ /lo n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$17,312,521
$40.38
$48.27
$17,326 ,398
$40.25
$48.33
$17 ,849 ,316
$41.28
$49.80
$21,099,717
$47.19
$58.07
$25,181,787
$53 .79
$70.13
$ 3 0 4 4 3 5 7 4
$61.79
$ 8 4 4 9
$ 3 4 5 9 9 ,6 4 6
$ 6 7 4 0
$95.01
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$237 ,761 ,148
$ 2 4 4 9
$31.52
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 36% 33%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d ln g 14% 16%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 30% 28%
Jefferson 139
I. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge
WASTE VO LUM E Y ear )Q95 :oi3
GENERATION
M SW
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
902 ,729
1154 4 6
55.164
912.962
113.736
55.144
= 2 3 4 5 7  
112.051 
55,123
068.465
115.794
55.123
1.C5? -**3  
112.601
1,150.200
1 0 9677
5 5 4 1 7
1 216 .16 ! 
107.972 
£5 529
T o td  A m o u n t of W a s te
WTE R esidual Ash
1.073.339
0
1,081.842
0
1.090.631
0
1.139.381
0
1,220.071
0
1,315,294
0
1,379,662
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isp o sal 1,073,339 1,081,642 1,090,631 1,139.381 1220.07} 1 ,3 )5 .2 9 4 1.379.662
M A N A G E M E N T  
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE  
A jn o u n t L a n d fille d
150,709
0
1 7 0610
0
752.020
152,911
0
168,879
0
760.052
155,176
0
167.174
0
768.281
164,038
0
170.9)7
0
8 0 4 4 2 6
181.614
0
167,833
0
9 7 0 6 2 4
2 02 .440
0
165.094
0
9 4 7  760
2 1 6 6 3 5
0
163501
0
9 99  526
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
1,073,339 1,081,842 1,090.631 i , 139.381 1.220.07! 1,315.294 1,379,662
CO LLECTION
M S W  Total S 
$ /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
$ /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C o st
$ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8  
S5.93 
S I.93 6 .0 6 8  
$16.77
$ 5 4 4 8 6 7 7
$5.86
$ 1 .9 3 5 3 3 6
$17.02
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
$6.13
$1,992,644
$17.70
$7,575,745  
$7.32  
$2 ,310,020  
$19.95
$10 ,157 ,993
S9.65
$2 ,683 ,213
$23.83
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$11.86
$3 ,121 ,056
$28.46
$16,277,632  
S 13.38 
$ 3 4 1 7 5 4 9  
S31.65
Total $ $7 ,286 ,766  
S /c u .y d  $7 .16
$7,284,014
$7.09
$7,653,681
$7.39
‘$9 ,885,765
$9.12
$ I2 ,B 4 1 .2 0 7
$11.02
$16 ,760 ,526
$13-30 $14.87
R ECYC LIN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d
S I.936 .068  
$12.85
S 1.935.336  
$12.66
$ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4
$12.84
$ 2 .310.020  
$14.08
$2 .683 .213  
$14.77
$3 ,121 ,056
$15.42
$ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
$15.77
TRANSFER
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$0
SO.CO
$0
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  Total $ 
S /c u .v d
Total W a s to  C o m p o s t in g  C o s t
SO 
$0.00  
S I/4 7 0 ,161 
$29.50  
$1 ,179,746  
$21.39
$0
$0.00
51 ,448 .786
$29.75
$1,179,309
$21.39
$0
$0.00
$ 1 /469.746
$30.90
$1,213,538
$22.02
$0
$0.00
$1 ,755 ,390
$35.11
$ 1 4 0 3 .1 0 2
$25.45
$0
$0.00
$1-975-423
$41,37
$ 1 5 2 6 .0 0 4
$29.44
SO
$0.00
S2/227.087
$48.76
$ 1 ,8 8 7 5 2 1
$34.06
$0
$0.00
32-393.703
$53.82
$ 2 .064492
$37.18
Total $  
S /c u .y d
$2,649,907
$15.53
$2,628,095
5 1 5 5 6
^2,683,284  
$16.05
$3,158.492  
$18.48
$3 ,601 ,427
$21 .46
$4 ,114 ,607
$24.92
$ 4 4 5 8 ,1 9 5
$27427
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
$0
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0 .00
$0
SO.OO
$0
$ a a o
LANDFILL
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
$ 5 4 3 9 ,7 8 0
$9.93
$ 5 4 7 8 .9 5 2
$9.92
$5,519,708
$9.92
$ 5 .7 4 5 4 4 0
$9.94
$6 ,055 ,940
$9.85
S 64 4 7 ,3 8 5  
$9.83
$6,729,121
$9.84
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
T o ta lS  
$ /c u .  yd.
$ p e r  ccg> ita  p e r  a n n u m
$17,312,521
$16.13
$48.27
517,326,398
516.02
548.33
$17,849,316
$16.37
$49.80
$21,099,717
$ 1 8 5 2
$58.87
$25 ,181 ,787
$ 20 .64
$70.13
$ 3 0 /4 4 3 5 7 4
$23.15
$ 8 4 4 9
$ 3 A 299 .646  | 
$24.86  
$95.01
Cumulative Olscountod
Total $ $237,761,148
$/cu.yd. $9.44
$ per capita per annum____________$31.52
y e a r  1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  12% 13%
B an 0%  0%
C o m p o s tin g  24% 20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 36%  33%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g  14% 16%
B an 0%  0%
C o m p o s in g  16% 12%
WTE 0%  0%
TOTAL 30%  28%
Jefferson
IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge
WASTE TO N N A G E_________________Y e qr_______ M ______________  jc<?s 2000 ;C05 ’ 010 2013
G ENERATION
MSW 324.715 327 332 330,104 342983 365,540 391 351 4C8.366
Y ard  W aste 57.723 56.863 56.026 57,897 66.301 54.839 53.986
S ew ag e  S ludge •1S2S5 46.238 46,220 46.220 46  311 4 6 4 6 7 46.561
To td  A m o u n t o f W aste 42 8 .6 9 3 430,488 432,350 447 , ICO 468.152 492.657 508,913
WTE Residual Ash 0 a 0 0 0 0 _ _ o
P su eao -T o ta i W a s te  O lsposal 428,693 430,488 432,350 447 ,100 468,152 492,657 ........... "aOa',9131
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e cyc le d 50.702 51.224 51.759 54,007 58,278 63 .240 66.561
A m o u n t E xc lu de d  fro m  C o lle c tio n 57.723 56,868 56,026 57.897 5 6 3 0 1 54.839 53 ,986
A m o u n t C o m o o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t Land filled 3 2 0 2 6 8 322.397 324.566 335,196 353,574 3 7 4 5 7 8 388 365
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 428,693 430,489 432,350 447,100 468,152 492,657 508,913
WASTE M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
CO LLECTION
MSW Tota lS $5 ,350 ,698 $5,348,677 $ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7 $7 ,575 ,745 $10,157,993 $ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0 $ 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
S/ton $19.53 $19.37 $20.34 $26.22 $33.06 $41.57 $47,62
Y ard  W aste  Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
S/ton 50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0,00 $0,00
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S $5 ,350 ,698 $5,348,677 $5,661,037 $7 ,575,745 $10,157,993 $13,639,470 '"$16.277,63271
S/ton $19.53 $19.37 $20.34 $26.22 $33.06 $41.57 $47.62
R E C YC LIN G
MSW Total S $ 1 ,9 36 ,068 $1,935,336 $1 ,992,644 $2 ,310,020 $2,683,213 $3,121,056 $ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
S/ton $38.19 $37.78 $38.50 . $42.77 $46.04 $49.35 $51.34
TRANSFER
Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
S/tcn $0.00 $0.00 $0,00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
MSW Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$ /to n $0 ,0 0 $0.00 saoo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Y a rd  W a s te  T o ta lS $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$ /to n $0 .00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 saoo $0.00 $0.00
S lu d g e  Total $ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$ /to n $ 0 .0 0 $0.00 $0 .00 $0.00 $0 .00 $0.00 saoo
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total S so 50 $0 io $0 $0 £o
S/ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ $0 $0 $0 so $0 $0 $0
S /to n $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LANDFILL
Total S $ 6 ,1 41 ,233 $ 6 .1 8 5 5 5 0 $ 6 2 3 1 6 0 4 $ 6 4 8 6 6 6 2 $ 6 .8 3 1 6 5 0 $ 7 2 6 3 5 5 9 $7,572,677
$ /to n $19.18 $19.19 $19.20 $19.35 $19.32 $19.39 $19.50
TOTAL SO UD WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COST
U n a c c o u n te d
Total $ $1 3 ,427 ,998 $13,469,564 $13,885,285 $ 1 6 ,3 7 2 4 2 7 $19 ,672 ,856 $24,024,085 $27,267,653
$ /to n $31 .32 $31.29 $32.12 $36.62 $42.02 $48.76 $ 5 3 5 8
$ p e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m $37.44 $ 3 7 5 7 $38.74 $45.68 $54.78 $66.68 $ 7 5 5 3
C u m u la tiv e  D isco u n ted
T o ta lS $ 1 8 6 ,1 4 6 ,8 6 9
$ /to n $19.17
S p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m $24 .68
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 13% 11%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 25% 24%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
Ban n % 8%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 25% 24%
Jefferson
IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge
WASTE VOLUME_________________ Year 1903 -coa ;cco
141
GENERATION
M S W
Y a rd  W a s re  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
T o td  A m o u n t of W a ste  
WTE R e s id u a l Ash
P s u e d o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal
I 1 5 4 4 6  
5 5 .16 4
1.073,339 0
1,073,339
o i ^  .9*2  
1)3.736 
55.144
3^457
D2.C51
.55.123
968 4 6 5  
) 15.794  
55.123
1.052.238  
11230J  
55 231
1,081,842 __ 0 1,090,631 0 1,139,381 0 1,220,0710
1.081,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220.071
.150.2 CO 
109.677 
55417
1,315.294
0
1,315.294
1216.161
107.972
55.529
1,379,662
0
1,379,662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t  R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE  
A m o u n t L a n d fille d  
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT C O STS __
C O LLECTIO N
M SW  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s re  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S '  
S /c u .y d
150.708
1 1 5 4 4 6
0
0
8 07  185
1 ,073,339
$ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8
S5.26
$0
SO.OO
” $ 57350698*  
$ 5 .2 6
152.910
113.736
0
0
315.196
1,081,842
$ 5 2 4 8  6 7 7  
$5.21 
$0 
$0.00
"l5;34a,67?“ 
$5.21
155.176
112.051
0
0
323.404
1,090.631
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
$5.47
$0$0.00
$5.47
164.038
115.794
0
0
8 59  549
1,139,381
181.614
112601
0
0
Q25.855
1,220.071
$7 ,575,745
$6.99
$0
$0,00
$6.99
$10,157,993
$8.72
$0$0.00
$8.72
202,439
1C9.677
0
0
1.C03.178
1,315,294
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$10.83
$0
SO.CO
9A7CP  
$10.83
2 1 6 6 3 5
107.972
0
0
1.055.055  
1,379,662
$16,277,632
$12.29
$0$0.00
1 $16 ,277,632 " 
$12.29
RECYCLING
M S W  Total $ 
S /c u .y d
$ 1 ,936 ,068
$12 .35
$1,935,336
$ 12.66
$1,992,644
$12.84
$2 ,310,020
$14.08
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$14.77
$3,121,056
$15.42
$ 3 4 1 7 ,3 4 9
$15.77
Total $ 
$ /c u .y d
$0$0.00 $0$0.00 $0$0.00 $0$0.00 $0$0.00 $0$0.00 $0$0.00
COMPOSTING
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total $ 
S /c u .y d  
S u d g e  Total $ 
$ /c u .v d
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total $ ” 
$ /c u .y d
$0
$0 .00
$0$0.00
$0
$0,00
w  
$0.00
$0$0.00
$0$0.00
$0$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0,00
$0
$0.00
$0$0.00
$0
so.co
$0$0.00
$0$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0$0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
LANDFILL
T o ta lS
$ /c u .y d
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
$0$0.00
$ 6 .1 4 1 2 3 3
$10.18
TOTAL SOUP WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
so$0.00
$ 6 .1 8 5 3 5 0
$10,18
$0$0.00
$ 6 2 3 1 6 0 1
$10.19
$0
$0.00
$ 6 4 8 6 6 6 2
$10.25
$0$0.00
$ 6 .8 3 1 6 5 0
$10.20
$0$0.00
$7263359
$10.21
$0$0.00
$ 7 3 7 2 .6 7 7
$10.25
Total $
$/cu. yd.
$ per capita per annum
Cumulative Discounted 
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
________________$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$13427,998 $13469,564 $13.885285 $16,372427 $19,672,856
$1231 $12.45 $12.73 $14.37 $16.12
$3744 $37.57 $38.74 $45.68 $54.78
$186,146,869
$7.39
$24.68
$24,024,085
$1027
$66.68
$27267,658
$19.76
$7533
1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y c lin g  
Bon
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
TOTAL
12%
13%
0%
0%
25%
13%
11%
0%
0%
24%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y c lin g  
B an
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
TOTAL
14%
11 %
0%
0%
25%
16%
6%
0%
0%
24%
Jefferson
V. Compost All
W ASTE T O N N A G E
142
Y e o r - w j___________w i _________ w s _________ :c c o  :ooa   :o io  2013
GENERATION
M S W
Y o rd  W n srs  
S e w u g e  3 u a q e
324 715  
57.723  
4 6  255
327.382
56.868
46.238
3 3 0 .1CU 
56.026  
4 6 .2 2 0
$42,983  
57.397 
46 220
365 540  
56.301 
4 6 311
391.551
54.839
4 6 4 6 7
408,366
53.986
46.561
T o td  A m o u n t ot W aste
WTE R esidual Ash
428 ,693
0
430,488
0
432 ,350
0
447,100
0
468,152
0
492,657
0
508,913
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 4 28 ,693 430,488 432 .350 447,100 468.152 492.657 508.913
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n
A m o u n t C o m p o s T e d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t la n d f ille d
(0 )
0
4 28 ,693
0
0
0
0
4 3 0 4 8 8
0
0
0
0
43 2 .3 5 0
0
0
0
0
447.100
0
0
0
0
466.152
0
0
0
0
4 92.657
0
0
0
0
508.913
0
0
Total W a ste  M a n a g e d 428 ,693 430.488 432 ,350 447,100 468.152 492,657 508,913
W ASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O STS
COLLECTIO N
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /to n
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /to n
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
35 ,350,698
$ 13 .99
$0
$0.00
S5.348.677
$13,92
SO
SO.CO
$5 ,661,037
514.66
so
SO.OO
S7.575.745
S18.90
SO
$0.00
$10,157,993
$24.08
SO
SO.OO
S 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$30.57
SO
SO.OO
S 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
S35.21
SO
SO.OO
Total $ 
S /tc n
$ 5 ,3 5 0 ,6 9 8 “  
$13.99
$5,348,677
$13.92
$5 ,661,037
$14 .66
$7 ,575 ,745
$18.90
$10,157,993
$24.08
* 1 1 3 ,6 3 9 ,4 7 0
$30.57
$16,277,632
$35.21
R E C YC LIN G
M S W  Total S 
S /tcn
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.00
SO
SO.OO
TRANSFER
Total $ 
S /to n
so
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
so
SO.OO
so 
so. 00
so
SO.OO
SO
saoo
SO
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  Total $ 
S /to n
Y a rd  W a s te  To ta l $ 
S /to n  
S lu d g e  Totai S 
S /to n
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin a  C o s t
$21 ,690 ,007
$50.60
SO
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$21,779,768
$50.59
SO
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$ 2 2 ,5 2 1 3 8 5  
$52.09  
SO
50.00  
SO
50 .00
$ 2 6 .9 4 8 4 1 2
$60.27
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
332.656.980
$69.76
SO
SO.OO
SO
saoo
S39.783.876
380.75
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$4 4 .8 7 4 4 5 8
$88.18
SO
saoo
SO
saoo
T o ta lS
S /to n
$21 ,690 ,007
$50.60
$21,779,768
$50.59 $5 2 .0 9
$26,948,412
$60227 $69.76
^>39,^83,076
$00.75
$4 4 ^7 4 4 5 0
$88.18
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o ta lS
S /fon
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
$ /to n
so
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
SO.OO
so
saoo
so
saoo
so
saoo
TO TAL S O U D  WASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T
U n d isco u n ted
Total $
S /to n
$ p e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m
$27 ,040 ,705
$63.08
$75 .39
$27,128,445
$63.02
$75.67
$2 8 ,182 ,422
$65.18
$78 .64
$34,524 ,157
$77.22
$96.33
$42,814,973  
$ 9 1 4 6  
$ 1 1 9 2 3
$ 5 3 4 2 3 ,3 4 6
$ 1 0 8 4 4
$146.27
$61,152,090
$120.16
$169.38
C u m u la tiv e  D isco u n ted  
Total $
S /ton
$ p e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m
$393 ,260 ,366
$40.50
$52.14
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (%5
R e c y c lin g -0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 100% 100%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 100% 100%
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  C%)
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 100% 100%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 100% 100%
Jefferson
V. Compost All
1 4 3
WASTE V O L U M E  Y e a r 1993 1994 1995 2000 2C05 2010 2CI.3
G ENERATION
M S W 9 0 2 .7 2 9 9 12.962 9 2 3 4 5 7 9 6 8 4 6 5 1.052.238 1.150.200 : S ’ * 161
Y a rd  W a ste 115.446 113.736 112,051 115.794 112601 IC 9 6 7 7 '07 .972
S e w a g e  S u a g e S5.164 55.144 55.123 55.123 55.231 5 5 4 1 7 55.529
Totca A m o u n t ot W a ste 1 ,073,339 1,061,642 1,090,631 1,139,381 1.220,071 1,315.294 1.379,662
'WTE R esjauai Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psu ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1 .073 ,339 1,061,642 1.090,631 1,139,381 1.220.071 1,3 )5 ,2 9 4 1,379,662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t E xc lu de d  fro m  C o lle c tio n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C c m o o s te d 1 .0 7 3 2 3 9 1.081.842 1.090631 1.139.381 1220,071 1 .3 1 5 2 9 4 1.379.662
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t L a n d filled 0 TOT TOT 0 _.(0T 0 0
Total W a ste  M a n a g e d  
W ASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O STS
1,073,339 1,081,842
COLLECTION
M S W  Tota lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C o s t
Total S ~ 
S /c u .y d
RECYC LIN G
$ 5 ,3 50 /696
S5.26
SO$0.00
0 A 9 8 "  
$5 .26
55 .3 48 ,677
35.21
SO
SO.OO
$5.21
1,090,631
$5 ,661 ,037
$5.47$0
SO.OO
$5.47
1,139,361
S 7.575.745
$6.99
SO
SO.OO
1.315.294
$6.99
$10 ,157,993 S 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0  $16,277,632
58.72 S10.83 $12.29
SO $0 SO
SO.OO 30.00 30.00
4 r 0 .157,993 i l 3 , 639.470
58.72  510.83
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d
SO
S0.O0
$0
$0.00
$0
s a o o
SO
SO.OO
$0
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.co
TRANSFER
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
so
s a o o
SO
s a o o
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a ste  C o m p o s tin g  C a s t
5 2 1 .6 9 0 ,0 0 7
$20.21
$0
$ 0 .0 0
SO
$ 0 .00
S 21.779.768
$20.13
SO
SO.OO
SO
saoo
S 22.521.385
$ 20 .65
SO
SO.OO
$0
$ 0 .00
S 2 6 .9 4 8 4 1 2
S23.65
SO
SO.OO
so
$0.00
S 32.656.980
$26.77
SO
so.oo
so
$0.00
$39,783,376
S30.25
SO
s a o o
SO
$0.00
$ 4 4 .3 7 4 4 5 3
S32.53
$0
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
$ 2 1 ,6 9 0 ,0 0 7
$20.21
•421,779,7^8
$20.13 $20.65
$ 2 6 ,948 ,412
$23.65 $26.77
$ 39 ,783,876
$30.25
$44,874,458
$32.53
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
so
saoo
SO
saoo
$0
SO.OO
$0
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
30
so.oo
LANDFILL
T o td S
S /c u .y d
so
SO.OO
so
$0 .00
so
$0 .00
so
$0.00
so
so.oo
SO
s a o o
so
so.oo
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $
$/cu. yd.
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$2 7 ,040 ,705
$2 5 .1 9
$7 5 .3 9
$27 ,128 ,445
$25.08
$75.67
$ 2 8 ,182 ,422
$ 25 .84
$ 78 ,64
$34 ,524 ,157
$30.30
$96.33
$42,814,973
$35.09
$119.23
$53/423 ,346
$40.62
$148.27
$61,152,090
$44.32
$169.38
Cumulative Discounted 
T o ta lS  
$/cu.yd.
$ o e r  c a p i t a  p e r  csrnum
$ 3 9 3 ,2 6 0 ,3 6 6
$15.61
$52 .14
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e a u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g -0% 0%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 100% 100%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 100% 100%
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  03$)
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 100% 100%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 100% 100%
Jefferson
VI. Transfer to Woodside (Continue Landfilling All Wastes)
WASTH TO W JAG g_________________ Y e ar_______ w i ___________[W i_________ :cos__________;oCO________ 3X5_________ ;o ro __________205.3
GENERATION
MSW
Y c ra  W as re  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
324 .715  
57,723  
46  255
327.332
56,368
46.238
.330.1C4 
56.026  
46  220
242.983
57.897
46 220
365.540
56.301
4 6 3 1 1
391.351
54.839
4 6 4 6 7
403.366  
53.986  
46 561
To td  A m o u n t of W a s te
WTE R esidual Ash
4 28 .693
0
430,488
0
432.350
0
447,100
0
468.152
0
492,667
0
508,913
0
Psuedo-Tota l W a s te  D isposal 428,693 430 .488 432,350 447,100 468,152 492,657 508,913
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  'WTE
A m o u n t L a n d fille d
0
0
0
0
4 28 .693
0
0
0
0
4 3 0 4 8 9
0
0
0
0
432.350
0
0
0
0
447 101
0
0
0
0
468,152
0
0
0
0
492,657
0
0
0
0
508.913
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 4 28 ,693 430 ,489 432.350 447,101 468,152 492,657 508,913
WASTE M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M SW  
Y a rd  W a s te  
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S 
S /tcn  
Total S 
5 /to n
$ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8
S13.99
$0
$0.00
3 5 .3 4 8 6 7 7  
S I 3 .92  
$0  
$0 .00
$5,661,037
$14.66
so
$0.00
57,575.745
$18.90
$0
$0.00
$10,157,993
$24.08
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 3 ,6 3 9 4 7 0
$30.57
SO
$0.00
S 16,277.632 
$35.21 
SO 
$0.00
Total S 
S /ton
3 5 ,350 ,698
$13.99
$5 ,348 ,677
$13.92
$5,661,037
$14.66
$7,575,746
$18.90
$10,157,993
$24.08
$13 ,639,470
$ 3 0 6 7
^16.277,632  
$35-21
RECYCLING
M SW T o td  S 
S /ton
SO
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
TRANSFER
f o t d  S 
S /ton
$7,674 ,346  
SI 7.90
$ 7 .9 2 4 4 2 2
$18.41
$8 ,184,145
$18.93
$9,734,541
S21.77
$11,733,747
S25.06
$ 1 4 ,2 2 9 6 6 8
$28.88
S16.012A18
$31.46
C O M P O S TIN G
M SW  
Y a rd  W a s te  
S lu d g e
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
T o td  $ 
S /to n  
T o td  $ 
S/ton  
T o td  S 
S/ton
$0
50.00  
$0
$0.00
$0
50.00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0 .00
SO
$0 .00
SO
50.00  
$0
$0.00
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
$0
50.00
so
$0.00
so
50.00  
$0
50.00  
$0
$0.00
$0
50.00
SO
$0.00
$0
saoo
SO
SO.OO
$0
saoo
so
saoo
T o td  S 
$ /to n
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
io
$0.00
$0
$04)0
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o td  S 
$ /tc n
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
so
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
so
so.oo
so
saoo
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
$ /to n
$ 6 6 5 7 .9 7 8
$15.53
56 ,713.223
S15.59
$6,770,593
$15.66
$7,113,082
$15.91
$7,554,705
$16.14
58 ,106,059
$16.45
$ 8 4 9 9 ,8 8 0
$16.70
TOTAL SOUD WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COST
U n a c c o u n te d
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$19 ,683 ,022
$45.91
$54.68
$ 1 9 ,986 ,323  
$ 4 6  A 3  
$55.75
$20,615,775
$47.68
$ 5 7 5 2
$24,423,363
$54.63
$68.15
$29 ,446,445
$62.90
$62.00
$35,975 ,197
$734)2
$99.85
$40,789,960
$80.15
$112.98
C u m u la tiv e  D is co u n ted  
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$275 ,088 ,079
$28.33
$36.47
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g OX, 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 0% 0%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
Jefferson
VI. Transfer to Woodside (Continue Landfilling All Wastes)
WASTE VOLUME__________________ Y ear_______ 1993___________1994 199s :oco core ;oio
GENERATION
M S W 9 0 2 ,7 2 9 912 .962 9 2 3 4 5 7 9 6 8 4 6 5 1.052.238 i . ic o rc o ' 2 '6  ' i ' 1
Y a rn  V.'cste 1 1 5 4 4 6 113.736 112.051 115.794 112.601 >09677 '07 7>72
S e w a g e  S lu d g e 55.164 55.144 55.123 55.123 55.231 55 417 55 529
To td  A m o u n t of W a ste 1,073.339 1,061,342 1,090,631 1,139.381 1,220,071 1,315,294 1,379,662
WTE R esjaual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P sueao -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1,073,339 1,061,642 1.090.631 1,139,381 1,220.071 1.315.294 1,379.662
M A N A G EM EN T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t L a n d fille d 1 .073.339 1.081.842 1.090.631 1.139 381 1 2 2 0 0 7 1 1 .3 1 5 2 9 4 1 379 662
Tofat W a s te  M a n a g e d 1,073,339 i,06 1 .6 4 2 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220,071 1 ,3 )5 ,2 9 4 1.379.662
WASTE M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W asto  C o lle c tio n  C o s t
$ 5 5 5 0 6 9 8
$5.26
$0
$0 .00
$ 5 ,3 4 8 6 7 7
$5.21
$0
$0.00
$ 5 6 6 1 ,0 3 7
$5.47
$0
so.oo
$7,575,745
$6.99
$0
$0.00
$10,157,993
$8,72
$0
$0.00
$13 ,639  4 7 0  
$10.83  
$0 
$0.00
$16,277,632
$12.29
50
$0.00
Total S 
S /c u .y d $5.26 $5.21
$5,661,037
$5.47
$> .575,745
$6.99
$10,157,993
$8.72
$13 ,639,470
$10.83
$16,277,632
$12.29
RECYCLING
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d
$0
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
TRANSFER
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
$ 7 6 7 4 .3 4 6
$9.10
$7 ,924 ,422
$9.35
$8,184,145
$ 9 6 2
$9,734,541
$11.23
$11,733,747
$12.73
$14,229.666
$14.44
$16,012,448
515.58
C O M P O S TIN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  T o td  $ 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  T o td  S 
$ /c u .y d
T o td  W a ste  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
$0
$0 .00
$0
$0 .00
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
50
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.CO
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
T o td  $ 
$ /c u .y d
so
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
$0
$0 .00
$0
so.oo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0,00
50
$0.00
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
$ 6 6 5 7 .9 7 8
$8.12
$ 6 .7 1 3 2 2 3
$8.15
$6,770,593
$8,18
$7,113,082
$8.30
$7,554,705
$8.40
$8 ,106 ,059
$8.55
$ 8 4 9 9  880  
$8.67
TOTAL SCUD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$19,683,022
$18.34
$54.88
$19,986,323
$18A7
$55.75
$20,615,775
$18.90
$ 5 7 6 2
$24,423,368
$21.44
$68.15
$29.446445
$24.14
$82.09
$35,975,197
$27.35
$99.85
$40,789,960 | 
$29.57  
$112.98
C u m u taftvo  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ o e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$275,088,079
$10.92
$3647
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 0% 0%
Ben 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 0% 0%
Jefferson 1 4 6
VII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge)
WASTc TO NN AG E_________________ Y ear_______ i« 5 ________ -9QJ_________ •?es_________cooo_________2005_________ 2010__________:o b _____
G e n e r a t io n
/ a ra  .Vuste  
S e w a g e  SJudue
3 24 ,715
57,723
40.255
3°7 3$° 
56,363 
4 6  238
;30 . ’ 04  
56.026  
46 220
57 897 
46 220
365 .540
56.301
4 6 3 1 1
391.351
54,839
4 6 4 6 7
403.366  
53.986  
46 561
T o td  A m o u n t of W a s te
VVTc R esidual Ash
4 26,693
0
430.486
0
432,350
0
447,100
0
468,152
0
492.657
0
508,913
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  O lsposal 428 ,693 430,488 432.350 447,100 468,152 492,657 508,913
M A N A G E M E N T
- m o u n t  R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t L an d fille d
50,702
0
0
0
3 77  991
51,224
0
0
0
370 265
51,759
0
0
0
3 80  591
54.007
0
0
0
393 093
$8,278
0
0
0
4 0 9  875
6 3 2 4 0
0
0
0
4 2 9 4 1 7
66.561
0
0
0
442.352
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 426,693 430,489 432,350 447,100 468,153 492.657 508,913
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
COLLECTION
M S W  
Y a rd  W a s te  
Total W a ste  C o lle c t io n  C o st
Total S 
$ /to n  
Total S 
$ /tc n
$ 5 ,3 5 0 0 9 8
$16.13
$0
$0,00
$ 5 .348  6 7 7  
S16.C6 
$0 
$0.00
$5,661,037
$16.93
$0
SO.CO
$7,575,745
$21.34
$0
$0.00
$10,157,993
$27.94
SO
$0.00
$ 1 3 ,6 3 9  4 7 0  
$35.62  
SO 
$0.00
$16,277,632
$41.13
SO
$0.00
Total S 
S /ton
$5 ,350,698
$16.13
$5,348,677
$16.06
$5,661,037  
$16.93
$7,575,745
$21.84
$10,157,993
$27 .94
$ 13,639.470  
$35.62
$ 1 6 2  77,632  
$41.13
RECYCLING
M S W Total S 
S /to n
$ 1 ,936,068
$38.19
$ 1 .9 3 5 5 3 6
$37.78
$1,992,644
$38.50
$2,310,020
$42.77
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
$3 ,121,056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$51,34
TRANSFER
Total $ 
S /tcn
$6 ,784 ,064
$17.95
$6,998,999
$18.45
$7,222,019
$10.98
$8,575,835
$21.82
$10,290,552
$25.11
$12,420 ,636
$28.92
$ 1 3 ,9 3 5 6 7 6
$31.50
C O M P O S TIN G
M S W  
Y a r d  W a s te  
S lu d g e
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total $ 
S /to n  
T o ta lS  
S /to n  
T otal S 
$ /to n
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
saoo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
saoo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
saoo
T otal S 
5 /to n $0.00
^0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
$ /to n
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0,00
$0
saoo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
Total S 
S /to n
$ 5 .8 5 7 3 6 2
$15.50
$ 5 ,904,876
$15.57
$5,954,170
$15.64
$ 6 ,2 5 3 4 2 7
$15.91
$ 6 6 3 2 4 4 ?
$16.18
$ 7 ,1 0 3 2 0 9
$16.54
$7438206  
$16.82
TOTAL SOUD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T  COST
U n a c c o u n te d
T otal $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$19 ,928 ,192
$46 .49
$ 5 5 5 6
$20 ,187 , B88 
$46.90  
$56.31
$20,829,870
$48.18
$58.12
$24,715,027
$55.28
$68.96
$ 2 9 ,7 6 4 3 1 9
$ 6 3 6 8
$82.89
$ 3 6 2 ^ 4 4 7 0
$73.65
$100.71
$41,068,862
$80.70
$113.75
C um ulatW o D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$ 278 ,203 ,286
$28.65
$36.89
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% (7%
TOTAL 12% 13%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  <%)
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 14% 16%
Jefferson
VII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge)
WASTE VOLUME___________________Year_______ 1993___________1994_________ i t o _________ ;coo_________ 3QC5_________ 2010__________2D 13
GENERATION
M SW 9 0 2 ,7 2 9 912 .962 023.457 968 4 6 5 1 052,238 i.ISOOOC 1 2 '6  161
V a ra  W a s te 1 1 5 4 4 6 113.736 112.051 115,794 112,601 109677 107.972
S e w a g e  S lu d g e 55 ,164 £5,144 £5.123 55 123 55 231 55.4 1 7 55 5 29
T o ta  A m o u n t of W a s te 1,073,539 1,081.842 1,090.631 1,139,381 1.220,071 1,316,294 1,379,662
WTE R esidual Asn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1,073,339 1.081,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1.220,071 1,315.294 1.379.662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 150,708 152.910 155,176 164,038 181,614 2 0 2 4 3 9 216.635
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t L a n d fille d 922,631 9 28 .932 Q35.455 975,343 1.038.457 1 112.855 1 163.027
Total W a ste  M a n a g e d 1,073,339 1,081,842 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220,071 1,315,294 1,379,662
WASTE M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M S W  T o ta iS  
S /c u .v d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
$ /c u .y d
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
S5 2350698  
S5.26  
$0 
SO.OO
$5 ,348 ,677
S5.21
30
$0.00
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
S5.47
$0
$0.00
S7.575.745
S6.99
SO
SO.OO
$10,157,993
$8.72
$0
$0.00
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$10.83
s0  
so.co
S 16 .2 7 7 6 3 2  
312.29  
SO 
SO.OO
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$5,350 ,698
$5.26
$5 ,348 ,677
$5.21
“■*■*35.661.037
$5.47
$7,575,745
$6.99
$10,157,993
$8.72
$ 13,639,470  
$10.83 $12-29
R ECYCLING
M S W  T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
S I,9 3 6 .0 6 8  
S12.85
$ 1 ,935 ,336
$12.66
S I.9 9 2 6 4 4  
S12.84
S 2 .310.020 
$14.08
$2,683,213
S14.77
33,121.056
315.42
$3,417,349
S15.77
TRANSFER
Toraf S 
S /c u .y d
S 6 7 8 4 D 6 4
$9,12
S 6.998 .999
$9.38
$7,222,019
S9.64
$8 ,575,835  
S 11.25
$ 10 ,290,552
S12.75
3 1 2 .4 2 0 6 3 6
314.46
3 )3 .9 3 5 6 7 6  
SI 5 .60
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
5 /a j.y d  
S lu d g e  T o td  $ 
S /c u .v d
Total W a ste  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
SO
50.00  
SO
$ 0 .00
SO
50.00
$0
50.00
so
$0 .00
so
50.00
$0
50.00  
SO
$0.00
$0
50.00
SO
50.00  
SO
so.oo
so
50.00
so
SO.OO
$0
so.oo
SO
so.oo
50
50.00  
50
50.00  
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
SO
30.00  
30
50.00
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
ho
$0.00
£0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
WASTE 7 0  ENERGY
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
so
SO.OO
so
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
so
so.oo
$0
$0.00
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
LANDFILL
Total S 
S /c u .y d
S5,85 7 ,3 6 2  
S8.15
S 5.904.876
S8.19
$5,954,170
S8.23
S 6 .253427
S8.35
$6 ,6 3 2 4 6 1
S8.48
S7.103.309
53.65
S 7 4 3 8 2 0 6
38.78
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$19,928,192
$1867
$5566
$20,187,888
$18.66
$56.31
$20,829,870
$19.10
$58.12
$24,715,027
$21.69
$68.96
$29,764,219
$2440
$82.89
$36,234,470
$2759
$100.71
$41,068,862 | 
$29.77 
$113.75
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
S /c u . y d .
$ n e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$278,203,286
$11.04
$36.89
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 12% 13%
8 a n 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 12% 13%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 14% 16%
Jefferson
VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge)
W ASTE T O N N A G E ___________________ Y e a r_______ W 3 __________ i<xu  ;oco_________ b s __________;oio__________2013
GENERATION
VI s w
Y< ird  W ciste  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
3 24 ,715  
57,723  
4 6  255
3 2 7 282 
56.868  
46 238
•30 .IC 4  
56.026  
46 220
57.397 
46 220
So5 540  
36.301 
5 6 2 1 1
391 351 
£4.339  
46 467
408 366  
53.986  
46.561
Tofaf A m o u n t o f W a ste
WTE R esidual Ash
428,693
0
430.488
0
432.350
0
447,100
n
4 68.152
0
492.657
0
508.913
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 428 ,693 430,488 432.350 447,100 468.152 4 92,657 508,913
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t L a n d fille d
50 .702
0
103.978
0
2 7 4  013
51.224
0
103.106
0
276.159
51.759  
0
102.246
0
278 345
54.007
0
104.117
0
238.976
58.278
0
102.612
0
307 263
6 3 2 4 0
0
1 0 1 3 0 6
0
323.111
6 6 5 6 1
0
1 0 0547
0
341 805
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 4 23,693 430,489 432.350 447.100 4 68,153 492,657 508.913
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
COLLECTIO N
M S W  Toted $ 
S /to n
Y a rd  W a s te  To ta l S 
S /to n
Total W a ste  C o lle c t io n  C o st
$ 5 3 5 0 6 9 8
319,53
$1 ,936 ,068
$33.54
S 5 .3 4 8 6 7 7
$19.37
$1,935,336
$34.03
S5.661.037  
$20.34  
$1 992 ,644  
$35.57
$ 7 ,575,745  
$26.22  
32,310.020  
$39.90
$10,157,993
$33.05
$ 2 6 8 3 ,2 1 3
$47.66
$ 1 3 .6 3 9  4 7 0  
$41.57  
$ 3 ,121,056  
$56.91
$ 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
$47.62
$ 3 4 1 7 5 4 9
363.30
T otal S 
$ /to n ’ $21.97
$7,284,014
$21.87
$7,653,681
$22.89
$9,885,765
$28.50
$12,841 ,207
$35.32
$ 1 6 ,760 ,526
$43.77
$19 ,694,98!
$49.76
R E C YC LIN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /ton
$1 ,936 ,068
338.19
$1,935,336
$37.78
SI 9 92 .644  
$38.50
$2,310,020
$42.77
$2,683,213
$46.04
$3,121 ,056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 5 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER
T o ta lS
S /to n
$5 ,408 ,635
319.74
S 5.577.535
$20.20
S5.752.789
$20.67
$ 6 .816,645  
$23.59
S 3.164.105  
$26.57
$ 9 ,837,968
$29.98
$ 1 1 .0 2 8 6 1 8
$32.27
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /fon
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
$ /to n  
S lu d g e  T o ta lS  
S /to n
Total W a s te  C o m p o s ttn q  C o s t
SO
SO.OO
$ 1 4 7 0 .1 6 1
S25.47
$ 1 ,1 79 ,746
$25.51
SO 
SO.OO 
SI 4 4 8 .7 8 6  
$25.48  
$1,179,309  
S25.51
SO
so.oo
SI 4 6 9 .7 4 6  
S26.23 
$ 1 2 1 3 .5 3 8  
$26.26
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 .7 5 5 3 9 0
$30.32
$ 1 4 0 3 ,1 0 2
$30.36
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 .9 7 5 4 2 3
$35.09
$1,626,004
$35.11
$0
$0.00
$2,227,087
$40.61
$1,887,521
$40.62
$0
$0.00
S2.393.703
$ 4 4 3 4
$ 2 ,0 6 4 4 9 2
$44.34
Total S 
S /to n
$2 ,649 ,907
$ 2 5 4 9
$2,628,095
$ 2 5 4 9
$2,683,284
$26.24
$3,158,492
$30.34
$3 ,601,427
$35.10
$4 ,114,607
$40.62
$4,458,195
$44.34
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ 
S /to n
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
T otal S 
$ /to n
$4664X 397
$ 16 .66
$ 4 6 0 3 .2 6 9
$16.67
$ 4 6 4 4 .0 2 5  
S 16.68
$ 4 ,869 .75"
$16.85
$5 ,180,257
S16.86
$5 ,571,702
$16.98
$ 5 ,8 5 3 4 3 8
$17.13
TO TA t SO UD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T CO ST
U n a c c o u n te d
T otal $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$ 2 1 ,8 4 5 4 7 3
$50 .96
$60.91
$22,028,250
$51.17
$ 6 1 4 4
$ 2 2 ,7 2 6 4 2 3
$ 5 2 5 6
$ 6 341
$ 27 ,040,679
$60.48
$75.45
$32,470 ,209
$69.36
$ 9 0 4 2
$39 ,405 ,859
$79.99
$109.37
$4445Z481
$07.35
$123.13
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
T otal S 
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$304,029,771
$31.31
$40.31
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 12% 13%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 36% 33%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 30% 28%
JefterwrisiQgf
VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge)
WASTE VO LU M E _______________ Y e a r_______ 1993  iw a _________ iw s _________ 3 x 0_________ :cxs_________ :o io __________ :o i3
GENERATION
M SW
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
9 0 2 .7 2 9  
1 15 ,446  
5 5 .1 6 4
912.962
113,736
55 .144
923 4 5 7  
112.051 
55.123
9 6 8 4 6 5
115.794
55.123
1 C52.223  
112.601 
55.231
‘ ‘ 5 0  200  
'0 9 6 7 7  
5 5 4 1 7
: 216 '61  
'0 7 9 7 2  
55 5 29
T o td  A m o u n t of W a ste
WTE R esidual Ash
1 ,073 .339
0
1,081.842
0
i .090.631
0
1,139.381
0
1.220.071
0
1,315.294
Q
1,379.662
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1 ,073 ,339 1,081,842 1,090.631 1,139,331 1.220.071 1,315.294 1,379,662
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t la n d f i l le d
150,709
0
1 7 0 6 1 0
0
7 5 2 .0 2 0
152.911
0
168.879
0
760.052
155.176
0
167.174
0
768.281
164.038
0
170.917
0
304 426
181.614
0
167.S33
0
3 7 0 6 2 4
202 4 40  
0
165,094
0
9 47 .760
2 16,635
0
163501
0
OP6 5 26
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
1,073 ,339 1,081,842 1,090.631 1,139,381 12220.071 1,315,294 i ,379 ,662
COLLECTIO N
M S W  T o td  S 
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total $ 
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C ost
$ 5 ,3 5 0 6 9 8
$5.93
$ 1 ,9 3 6 ,0 6 8
$16 .77
$5 .348  6 7 7  
$5.86  
$1 ,935 ,336  
$17.02
$ 5 6 6 1 ,0 3 7  
$6.13  
$1,992,644  
SI 7.78
57.575.745  
S7.82 
S 2 .3 10.020  
19.95
$ 1 0 ,1 5 7 9 9 3
$9.65
$ 2 .6 0 3 2 1 3
S23.33
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$11.36
$3 ,121,056
$28.46
$16,277 ,632
$13.38
$ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
$31.65
T o td  S $ 7 ,2 8 6 ,7 6 6  
$ /c u .y d  $ 7 .1 6
“"““$ 7 .2 8 4 .0 1 4  
$7.09
47.653.681
$7.39
$ 9 4 8 5 ,7 6 5
$9.12
"1 1 2 .3 4 1 .2 0 7
$11.02 $13.30 ’ $14.87
RECYC LIN G
M S W  T o td  $ 
S /c u .y d
S I.9 3 6 .0 6 8  
$ 1 2 .8 5
S I .9 3 5 3 3 6  
S 1 Z 6 6
S I.99 2 .6 4 4  
$12.84
$2,3 10,020 
$14.08
S26 6 3 2 :1 3  
$14.77
$3 ,121,056
$15.42
$ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
$15.77
TRANSFER
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d
$ 5 4 0 8 6 3 5
$7.62
$5 ,577 ,535
$7.83
$ 5 ,752,789
S8.05
$6,816,645
39.32
S0.16J.1C5
$10.57
$9 837.963  
$11.90
$ 11 ,028,518
$12.91
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o m o o s tln a C o s t
$0
SO.OO
$ 1 6 7 0 .1 6 1
S 29.50
$ 1 ,1 7 9 ,7 4 6
$ 2 1 .3 9
SO 
$0.00  
$ 1 4 4 8 .7 8 6  
$29.75  
S I.  179.309  
$21.39
SO 
$0.00  
SI 4 6 9 .7 4 6  
S30.90 
$1,213,538  
S22.02
SO
$0.00
$1,755,390
S 3 5 .ll
$ 1 4 0 3 .1 0 2
S25.45
SO
$0.00
$ 1 .9 7 5 4 2 3
$41.37
$ 1 6 2 6 .0 0 4
$29.44
SO
$0.00
$2,227,087
$43.76
$1,387,521
$34.06
$0
$0.00
$2,393,703
$53.82
$ 2 .0 6 4 4 9 2
$37.18
T o ta lS
S /c u .y d $15.53
$2,628,095
$15.56
$ 2 ,683,284
$16.05
$3,156,492
$16.48
$3,601,427  
$21.46
$4,114,607
$24.92
$ 4 4 5 8 .1 9 5
$27.27
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$0
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
$0
SO.OO
$0
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
$ 4 5 6 4 0 9 7
$8.33
$ 4 6 0 3 2 6 9
$8.33
$ 4 6 4 4 .0 2 5
$8.34
$4,069,757
$0.43
$5,180,257
$0.43
$5,571,702
$8.49
$ 5 .8 5 3 4 3 8
$8 .56
TOTAL SO UD WASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O ST
T o ta lS  
S /c u . y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$21,845673
$20.35
$60.91
$22,028,250
$20.36
$6144
$22,726,423
$20.84
$6341
$27 ,040,679
$23.73
$ 7 5 4 5
$32,470,209
$26.61
$9042
$39,405,859
$29.96
$109.37
$44452,481 | 
$32.22 
$123.13
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
T o ta lS  
S /c u . y d .
$ o e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$304,029,771
$12.07
$40.31
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 36% 33%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 30% 28%
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IX. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge)
WASTE TO N N AG E Y e a r 1503 i w i  icc-s ;q c o  ;c c s  : o io  : o i ’
GENERATION
MS V / 32.1.715 327.332 330.103 332.983 .365.330 391.351 308 366
V e in  W a s te  57 .723  56 .868 36.026 57 897 56.301 54  8 39  53.986
S e w a g e  S lu d g e __________________________ __________ 3 6  255_________46 238 36  2 20  96  2 20  36 311 36  467_________36 561
To td  A m o u n t o< W a s te  428 .693  4 3 0 A 8 8 ' "  432.363 ~  4477ioo“  468.152 4 9 2 A 5 7  503 ,9 1 3 "
WTE R esidual Ash 0  0  Q Q 0  Q 0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s to  D isposal 428,693 430.488 432.360 ' ' '447.100 468,152 ^192,657 508,913
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  50 .702 51 .224 51 .759 54.007 53 .278 6 3 2 4 0  6 6 261
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  57 .723  56.868 56,026 57 .897 5 6 2 0 !  5 4 ,8 3 9  53.986
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  0  0  0  0  0  0  0
A m o u n t to  WTE 0  0  0  0  0  0  0
A m o u n t L u n a fille d  320.268 322.397 324 5 66  335.19S 353.574 374.578 383,366
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  “  ^ 4 2 8 ,6 9 3 "  4 l o ^ 9 ^ ^ ' ~  4327350 447.100 468,152 492 ,657  508.913
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS ____
CO LLECTION
M SW
Y a rd  W a s te
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C ost
T o ra  S 
S/ton  
Totci S 
3 /tc n
I o t a  S 
S /tcn
$5 ,350,698 $5 ,348,677 $ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7  $ 7 ,575 ,745 $10,157,993
$19.53 $19 37 $20.34 $26.22 $33.06$0 $0 $0 $0 $0
SO.CO $0CO SO.OO $0.00 $0.00
$1 3 .6 3 9  4 7 0  $ 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
$41.57  $47.62
$0 SO$000 $0.00
$19.53
^ 5 ,3 4 8 ,6 7 7
$19.37
15 .6 6 1 .0 3 7
$20.34
$7,575,745
$26.22
$10,157,993
$33.06
“$13639470
$4157
$ 1 6 2 7 7 ,6 3 2
$47.62
REC YC LIN G
M S W  T o ta  $ 
$ /fc n
$1,936,068
$38.19
$ 1 .9 3 5 5 3 6
$37.78
$1,992,644  
$38.50  •
$2 ,310,020
$42.77
$ 2 .6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
$3 ,121,056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER Totcl $ 
$ /fc n
$ 5 .9 0 8 4 7 4
$18.45
$6,113,527
$18.96
$6,326,633
$19.49
$7,506,851
$22.40
$9,103,183
$25.75
SI 1 .101 .720 $12,532,061
$29.64  $ 3 2 2 7
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  Total S $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 SO
S /to n  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00 $0.00 $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00
Y a rd  W a s te  T o ta lS  $0 $0 $0 SO SO $0 $0
S /te n  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $ 0 .0 0  $0 .00  SQOO
S lu d g e  T o ta lS  $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO $0
$ /to n  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00 $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t _
Total S 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
S /ton  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0.00 $ 0 0 0  $ 0 0 0
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ S 0 $ 0 S 0 $ Q $ 0 S 0 $ 0
$ /to n  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $0 .00  $ 0 0 0
T o ta iS  $ 5 ,154 ,700  $5 ,199,018 $ 5 0 4 5 .0 7 1  $5 ,500,129 $5 ,845,117 $ 6 0 7 7 .0 2 6  $ 6 5 8 6 .1 4 5
S/tan  $16 .09  $16.13 $16.16 $16.41 $16.53 $16 .76  $ 1 6 9 5
TOTAL SO UP WASTE M A N A G E M E N T COST
UnaiscountQd
Total $ $18,349,940 $18,596,558 $19,225,385 $22,892,746 $27,789,507 $34,139,272 $38413,186
$/!on $42.80 $4320 $4447 $51.20 $59.36 $6940 $7627
$ per capita per an n u m $51.16 $51.87 $53.64 $63.88 $77.39 $94.75 $10741
Cumulative Discounted 
Total $
$/ton
$ per capita per an n u m
$262,486,796
$27.03
$34.80
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
B an 13% . 11%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 25% 24%
V o ltjm e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
Ben 11% 8%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 25% 24%
Jefferson
IX. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge)
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W ASTE V O L U M E Y e a r :o i3
GENERATION
MSW
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
Totaf A m o u n t o( W aste  
'M E  R esidual Ash
P s u o d o -lo fa l W a s te  D isposal
M A N A G E M E N T  
.A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE 
A m o u n t la n d f i l le d  
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
W ASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O STS
CO LLECTIO N
9 0 2 .7 2 9115446
55.164
1,073.3390
1,073.339
150,708
1 1 5 4 4 600
8 07.185
1,073,339
912.962
113,736
55.144
1,081,8420
1,081,842
152.910
113,73600
915.196
1,081,842
9 2 3 4 5 7
112.051
55.123
1,0 9 0 ,6 3 1 0
155.176
112.05100
923 4 0 4  
1,090,631
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C ost
968465
115.794
55.123
1,139,3810
,139,381
1,139,381
1 052.229 
112.601 
55.231
.150 200 
109677 
-5 4 1 7
1.220,0710
T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
45 .360 .698  $5,348:677"
$5.26  $5.21
55^6617037
$5.47
1,220,071
164,038 181.614
115,794 112.6010 00 0
859 5 49  9 25  855
1,315,294
2 0 2 4 3 9
109,67700
1 003 .178
$ 5 ,3 5 0 6 9 8  $ 5 4 4 8 6 7 7  $ 5 ,6 61 ,037  $7 ,575,745
$ 5 .26  $5.21 $5 .47  $6.99
SO $0 $0  SO$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
1,220,071
$10,157,993
$8.72$0$0.00
^ 7 ,5 7 5 ,7 4 5
$6.99
1,315,294
$ 1 3 .6 3 9  4 7 0  
$10.83  $0 $0.00
I 216.161 
107 972 
55.529
1,379,662
_________ 3
2 1 6 6 3 5
107.97200
l 055 .055
1,379,662
$16,277,632
$12.29
$0$0.00
RECYC LIN G
M S W  T o td S  
S /c u .y d
$ 1 ,9 3 6 £ 6 8  $ 1 .9 3 5 6 3 6
$12.85  $12.66
$ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4
$12 .84
$2 ,310 ,020
$14.08
$2,683,213
$14.77
$3 ,121 ,056
$15.42
$3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
$15.77
TRANSFER
Total $ 
$ /c u .v d
$ 5 .9 0 8 4 7 4
$9.37
$ 6 .1 1 3 5 2 7
$9.63
$6 ,326,633
$9 .90
$7,506,851
$11.55
$9,103,183
$13.08
$ 1 1 ,101 ,720
$ 1 4 8 2
$12,532,061
$15.97
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o td S SO $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0
$ /c u .y d $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
S /c u .y d $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
S lu d g e  T o td  $ $0 $0 SO $0 so $0 so
S /c u .y d s a o o $0.00 $0 .00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t _
T o td  S so f o " 50 " " "  " " so" 50 ............... 50
S /c u .y d SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o td  S $0 $0 $0 $0 so $0 so
S /c u .y d $0.00 $0.00 $0 .00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
LANDFILL
T o td  S $5 ,154 ,700 S5.199.018 $ 5 2 4 5 .0 7 1 $ 5 5 0 0 .1 2 9 $5,845,117 $ 6 2 7 7 ,0 2 6 $ 6 5 8 6 .1 4 5
S /c u .y d $8.55 S8.56 $8.57 $8.69 $8.73 $8.82 $8.91
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
T o ta lS $18,349,940 $18,596,558 $19,225,385 $22,892,746 527.789,507 $34,139272 $38,813,186
$ /c u .  y d . $17.10 $17.19 $17.63 $20.09 $22.78 $25.96 $28.13
S p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m $51.16 $51.87 $53.64 $63.88 $77.39 $94.75 $10751
C u m u la tiv e  O lvcourrtod
T o ta lS $262,486,796
$ /c u .  y d . $1042
S o e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m $34.80
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 12% 13%
Ban 13% 11%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 25% 24%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
Ban 11% 8%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 0% C%
TOTAL 25% 24%
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X. Recycle 25% of Recyclcbles, WTE for Remainder
WASTE TONNAGE Yecr ‘cc j -qoj
GENERATION
MSW
v n rd  W aste 
S ew ag e  S luage
TotcJ A m o u n t of W aste 
'A/Tc Resinual Asn
Psuedo-Total W aste O lsoosai
324 '1 5  
57 723 
•V? 255
428,693
=6 699
327 332 
55 363 
46 228
2,30.104
56.0264*i 220
342.933 
57 397 
46 220
365.540
50.301
46.311
430,488
56.390
432,350 447,100
53 964
468,152
61 481
487,378 489,439
391.351 
54 839 
46467
492,657
64 413
403.366 
53.986 
46 561
508,913
56 353 
575.266
MANAGEMENT
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E xc lu de d  fro m  C o  
A m o u n t C o m o o r e d  
A m o u n t to  WTE 
A m o u n t L an d fille d
Total W aste M a n a g e d
50.70200
377,991 
56 699
485.392
51.22400
379.264 
56 890
51.75900
360.591 
57 089
54,00700
393.093
5-8.964
58.27800
409.875 
61 481
487,378 489,439 506.064 529,633
63,24000
429417
64413
557.070
66.56100
4424526^35-3
575.265
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW  
Y a rd  ’W a r e  
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  Cost
Totci S 
3 /tc n  
rc tr r  S
$ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8
$16.13
$0
$0.00
$ 5 .3 4 8 6 7 7
$16.06
$0
$0.00
35.661,037
$16.93
$0
$0.00
$7,575,745
$21.84
$0
$0.00
$10,157,993
$27.94
$0
$0.00
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$35.a2
$0
$0.00
$16.277 632  
$41.13  
SO 
SO.CO
'e r a  $ 55 .350,698 $5,348,677 $5,661,037 $7,575,745 y i  0 ,157 ,993 ~$13 ,639,470 $16,277,632
S /tcn $16.13 $16.06 516.93 $21.84 $27.94 $35.62 $41.13
REC YC LIN G
M SW Total 5 $1 ,936,068 $1,935,336 31 .992.664 $2,310,020 $2,683,213 $3 ,121,056 $ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
S /tcn $38.19 $37.78 $38.50 $42.77 $46.04 $49.35 $51.34
TRANSFER
"otcl S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
5/to n $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.CC $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
MSW Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 SO
5 /to n SO.CO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Y a rd  W a r e Total S SO $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
$ /fo n $0.00 $0,00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.co $0.00
3 u d g e Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 so $0
S/ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tln o C o s t
Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0 $0
S/ton 50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Totra S $31,470 ,140 $32 ,029,966 $ 3 2 .6 2 7 6 5 7 S35.697.756 $38,788,961 $41 .9 0 3 4 8 1 $43,585,775
5/to n $83.26 $84.45 $85.73 $90.81 $94.64 $97.58 $98.53
LANDFILL
Total S $1 ,126,069 $1 ,133,196 $1,140,590 $ 1 ,1 8 5 4 7 7 512242.331 $1,312,962 $ 1 3 6 3 .1 9 5
S/ton
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
$19.86 $19.92 $19.98 $20.11 $20.21 $20.33 $20.54
U n afs c o u n fe a
Total $ $39 ,882,975 $40,447,175 $41,421,928 $46,768,999 $52 ,872,498 $59,976 ,969 $64,643,951
$ /to n $93.03 $93.96 $95.81 $104.61 $112.94 $121.74 $127.02
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m $11)220 $112.62 $115.58 $130.50 $147.24 $ 1 6 6 4 6 $179.05
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d
Total S 
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m
5515.737.072
$53.11
$68.38
1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y c lin g  
S an
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
t o t a l
12%
0%
0%
75%
87%
13%
0%
0%
74%
87%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y d in g  
San
Composting
'WTE
TOTAL
14%
0%
0%
77%
91%
16%
0%
0%
76%
92%
Jefferson
X. Recycle 25% of Recyciables, WTE for Remainder
WASTE VOLUME Y e a r •093 'COJ 'CCS :cco 2005 2010 2013
GENERATION
M SW 702 .729 912.962 ^ 3 ;4 = 7 9c8 -16-5 1.052.238 i .150.200 1 216 '61
V a ra  W a s te 1 1 5 4 4 6 113,736 * 12.051 115.794 112.601 1C9677 107,972
S e w c q e  S lu d g e 55.164 53.144 53 123 55,123 S5.231 5 5 4 1 7 =5 529
To td  A m o u n t o( W a s te 1.073,339 1.061.842 1.090,631 1.139.381 1,220.071 1.315,294 .,379,662
WTE R esid u al Ash 04  498 04  816 95 148 98 273 102.469 107 354 110 538
Psu ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1.167.837 1,176.653 1,165.779 1,237,654 1,322,540 1,422,646 1,490.250
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d 150,708 152.910 155,176 164,038 181,614 2 0 2 4 3 9 2 1 6 6 3 5
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m o u n t to  WTE 9 2 2 ,6 3 0 928.931 9 3 5 4 5 5 975.343 1 .0 3 8 4 5 7 1.112.855 1.163.027
A m o u n t L an d fille d 9 4 4 9 8 9 4  816 95,148 98.273 102.469 107 354 110588
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 1.167,836 1.176,057 1.185,779 1,237.654 1.322,540 1,422,646 1.490.250
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
CO LLECTIO N
M S W  T o td S  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W asT© T o ta  S 
3 /c u .v d
Total W a s te  C o lle c t io n  C ost
$5 ,350,698
S5.26
SO
so.oo
S5.348 6 7 7  
S5.21 
SO 
SO.OO
35.661.037  
$5.47  
SO 
SO.OO
$7,575,745
$6.99
SO
$0.00
$10 ,157,993
$8.72
so
$0.00
$13 ,639  4 7 0  
$10.83
so
50.00
$16,277,632
312.29
30
SO.OO
Tctci S $5 ,350,698 $5,348,677 $5,661,037 $7,575,745 $10 ,157,993 413,639.470 $ 1 6 2  77,632
S /c u .v d $5.26 $5.21 $5.47 $6.99 $8.72 $10.83 $1229
REC YC LIN G
M S W  T o ta S S I.9 3 6 .0 6 8 31 ,935.336 3 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4 S 2 .310.020 $ 2 ,6 8 3 2 1 3 33.121,056 $34 1 7 ,3 4 9
$ /c u .v a $12.85 $12.66 S12.84 S14.08 $14.77 $15.42 S15.77
TRANSFER
foraf S $0 $0 $0 SO SO SO SO
S /c u .y d SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO so.oo SO.OO saoo
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o td  S SO SO $0 so $0 SO $0
S /c u .y d SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 saoo
Y a rd  W a s te  T o m  S SO $0 so $0 so $0 $0
S /c u .y d so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo $0.00 saoo
S lu d g e  T o td  S SO $0 $0 so so $0 $0
S /c u .y d SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0 .00 $0.00 saoo
Total W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  C o st
T o td  S $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
S /c u .y d $0.00 $0,00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.1X1
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o td S S31.470.140 S 32.029.966 $32,627,657 $ 3 5 6 9 7 .7 5 6 S38.788.961 $41 .9 0 3 4 8 1 $43,585,775
S /c u .y d $34.11 $34.48 $34.88 $36.60 $37.35 $37.65 $37.48
LANDFILL
T o td  S $1 ,126 ,069 $1 ,133,196 S1.140.590 $ 1 ,1 8 5 4 7 7 $ 1 2 4 2 5 3 1 $ 1 2 1 2 .9 6 2 $12 6 3 .1 9 5
S /c u .y d $11.92 $11.95 $11,99 $12.06 $12.12 S1Z23 $ 1 1 3 3
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $ $3 9 ,382 ,975 $40,447 ,175 $41 ,421,928 $46 ,768 ,999 $52 ,872 ,498 $59,976,969 $64643.951
$ /c u .  yd. $37.16 $37.39 $37.98 $41.05 $43 .34 $45.60 $46.85
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m $111.20 $112.82 $ 1 1 5 5 8 $130.50 $14724 $16646 $179.05
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d
Total $
$ /c u .  yd.
5 p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$515 ,737 ,072
$20.47
$68.38
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g  12% 13%
B an 0%  0%
C o m p o s tin g  0%  0%
WTE 75%  74%
TOTAL 87%  87%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g  14% 16%
Ben 0%  0%
C o m p o s tin g  0%  0%
WTE 77%  76%
TOTAL 9 1 %  92%
Jefferson
XI. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge, WTE for Remainder
WASTE TONNAGE Y e a r ico 3 1994 1995 :coo 2005 2010 2013
GENERATION
M SW
Y<jrd W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
324 .715
57.723
46.255
327 232 
56.368 
4 6  228
$30,104  
56.026  
46 220
342.983
57.897
46.220
3 6 5 3 4 0
5 6 301
4 6 3 1 1
391,351
54.839
4 6 4 6 7
408,366  
53.986  
46 561
T o td  A m o u n t of W aste
'WTE R esidual Asn
428 ,693
41.102
430,488
41 424
432.350
41.752
447,100
43.346
468,152
46 089
4 92 ,657
49  217
508.913
5 1271
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 469,795 471,912 474,102 490.447 514.242 5 4 1 ,0 7 4 560,184
M A N A G E M E N T  
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  from C o lle c t io n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  'WTE 
A m o u n t L a n d fille d
50,702
0
103.970
274.013
41,102
51,224
0
103.106
276,159
4 1 4 2 4
51.7590
102.246  
278 3 4 5  
41.752
54.007
0
104.117
2 88.976
43.346
5 3 2 7 8
0
102612
3 0 7 2 6 3
46.089
6 3 2 4 0
0
1 0 1 2 0 6
320.111
4 9 2 1 7
6 6 5 6 1
0
100,547
341.805
5 127T
Total W a ste  M a n a g e d 469 ,795 471,912 474,102 490,446 514,241 541 ,874 560,184
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLECTION
M S W  
Y a rd  W a s te  
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S 
S /to n  
Total S 
S /to n
$ 5 ,3 5 0 6 9 8
$19.53
$1 ,936 ,068
$33.54
$5.348 6 7 7  
$19.37 
$ 1 .9 3 5 4 3 6  
$34.03
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
$20.34
$1 ,992,644
$35.57
$7 ,575 ,745
$26.22
$2 ,310,020
$39.90
$10,157,993
$33.06
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$47.66
$ 1 3 ,6 3 9 4 7 0
$41.57
$3 ,121 ,056
$56.91
$ 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
$47.62
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$63.30
Total $ 
S /ton
$ 7 ,2 86 ,766
$21.97
$7,284,014
$21.87
$7,653,681
$22 .89
$9,685,765
$ 2 8 5 0
$12,841,207
$35.32
$16 ,760 ,526
$43.77
$19,694,981
$49.76
R E C YC LIN G
M S W Total S 
S /to n
$1 ,936,068
$38.19
$1,935-336
$37.78
$1,992,644
$38.50
S 2 .3 10,020  
$42.77
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
S 3.121.056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER
Total $ 
S /to n
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  
Y a rd  W a s te  
S u d g e
Total W a ste  C o m p o s tin g  C o s t
Total S 
S /to n  
T o ta lS  
S /to n  
T o ta lS  
S /to n
$0
$0.00
$ 1 4 7 0 .1 6 1
$25.47
$ 1 ,1 79 ,746
$25.51
$0
$0.00
$ 1 4 4 8 .7 8 6
$25.48
$ 1 ,1 7 9 3 0 9
$25.51
$0
$0.00
$ 1 4 6 9 .7 4 6
$26.23
$ 1 2 1 3 3 3 0
$26.26
$0
$0.00
$ 1 .7 5 5 3 9 0
$30.32
$ 1 4 0 3 ,1 0 2
$30.36
$0
$0.00
$ 1 ,9 7 5 4 2 3
$35.09
$ 1 6 2 6 ,0 0 4
$35.11
$0 
$0.00  
$ 2 2 2 7 .0 8 7  
$40.61  
$ 1 .8 8 7 6 2 1  
$40.62
$0
$0.00
$ 2 2 9 3 ,7 0 3
$44,34
$ 2 .0 6 4 4 9 2
$ 4 4 3 4
Total S 
S /to n
$2,^49,907
$ 2 5 4 9
$2,628,095  
$ 2 5 4 9
$ 2 ,6 8 3 2 8 4  
$ 2 6 2 4
$ 3 .1 5 6 4 9 2
$ 3 0 3 4
$3,601,42?
$35.10
$4,114 ,607
$40.62
$ 4 4 ^ 8 ,1 9 5
$ 4 4 3 4
WASTE TO ENERGY
T otal S 
S /to n
$ 2 5 .2 8 3 4 9 7
$92.27
$25 .7 4 2 3 9 2
$93,22
$26,234,013
$94.25
$28 ,744 ,755
$99.47
$ 3 1 ,5 3 1 2 0 2
$102.62
$ 3 4 ,556 ,067
$105.32
$ 3 6 .3 5 4 4 1 5
$106.36
LANDFILL
TotcdS
$ /to n
$ 878 ,369
$21.37
$ 8 8 4 3 4 5
$21.35
$ 890,359
$21.32
$ 9 2 4 2 1 6
$21.32
S970.790
$21.06
$ 1 ,0 2 9 5 1 1  
$20.92
$1,071,771
$20.90
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n a c c o u n te d
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$ 3 8 ,034 ,807
$88.72
$ 106.05
$ 3 0 4 7 4 .0 8 2
$89.37
$107.31
$39 ,453 ,980
$ 9 1 2 5
$110.09
$ 4 5 ,0 2 3 2 4 7
$100.70
$125.63
$51,627 ,939
$ 1 1 0 2 0
$143.77
$59 ,501 ,767
$120.94
$166.37
$64,996,711
$127.72
$100.03
C u m u la tiv e  O lsco u n ted  
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$ 4 9 9 ,343 ,278
$ 5 1 4 2
$66.21
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 54% 57%
TOTAL 90% 90%
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
8 a n 0% (7&
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 64% 66%
TOTAL 94% 94%
Jeffe rson
XI. Recycle 25% of Recyclcbles, Compost YW and Sludge, WTE for Remainder
WASTE VOLUME__________________ Y e a r ■ccn_____ ’CCJ -PCS 2000 1005 2C'0
G ENERATION
M S W
V a ra  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
-0 2 .7 2 9  
55 164
1 13.7.36 
55 144
923 457  
! 12.051 
55 123
968 465  
115.794 
55.123
■ :5 : . : 2 3  
•12.901 
$5,231
i. 150 SCO 
10 9677  
5 5 4 1 7
1 2 1 6  ‘p i 
107.972 
55 527
T o td  A m o u n t of W a s te
WTE R esidual Ash
1.073.339
63 £03
1,081,842
59CA0
1,090,631 
69 586
1,139.381
■*2.244
1.220.071
'6 8 1 6
1,315,294
32.023
1,379.662
3.5A 51
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 1,141,842 1,150.882 1,160,217 1.211,625 1.296.887 1,397.322 1,465.113
M A N A G E M E N T  
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t  E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c t io n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE 
A m o u n t L a n d fille d
;sa.7o?
0
170.610
752.020
68.503
152.911
0
168.879 
760.052  
6 9  040
155.176
0
167.174  
768/281  
6 9  58 6
164 038  
0
170,917
8 0 4 4 2 6
72.244
181614
0
•67.333  
3 7 0 6 2 4  
76 816
2 0 2 4 4 0
0
165,094
947.761
82.028
2 1 6 6 3 5
0
163.501
9 9 9 5 2 6
8 5451
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
1,141.842 1,150,882 1,160,217 1,211,625 1,296.887 1.397,323 i ,465,113
CO LLEC TIO N
M S W  T o td  S 
$ /c u . y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
3 /c u .y a
Total W a ste  C o lle c t io n  C ost
$ 5 ,350,698  
35.93  
$1 ,936,068  
$16.77
$5,348,677
S5.86
$1,935,336
$17.02
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
$6.13
$1 ,992 ,644
$17.78
$7,575,745
$7.82
$2,310,020
$19.95
$10,157,993
$9.65
$ 2 .633213
$23.83
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0
$11.86
$3 ,121,056
$28.46
$16,277,632  
$13.38  
$ 3 4 1 7  349  
$31.65
Total S 
5 /c u .y a
37 .236,766
37.16
$7,284,014
$7.09
$7,653,681
$7.39
$9,885,766
$9.12
ii2 .3 4 1 .2 0 7
$11.02
$16 ,760,526
$13.30
T l9 .69a .981
$14.87
R E C Y C LIN G
M S W  T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
$ 1 ,936,068
$12.85
S I.935 .336  
$12.66
$ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4
$12.84
$2,310,020
$14.08
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$14.77
$3 ,121,056  
S I 5.42
$ 3 .4 )7 .3 4 9
$15.77
TRANSFER
Total S 
S /c u .y a
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
SO.OO
$0
SO.CO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  Total $ 
$ /c u .y a  
Y a rd  W a s te  T o td  $ 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  T o td  S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o m p o s t ln q  C o s t
$0 
SO.OO 
$1,470.161  
S29.50  
$1 ,179 ,746  
$21.39
$G
SO.CO
$1,448,786
$29.75
$1,179,309
$21.39
$0
so.co
$ 1 4 6 9 .7 4 6
$30 .90
$1,213,538
$22.02
$0
so.oo
$1,755,390
$35.11
$ 1 4 0 3 .1 0 2
S25.45
$0
$0.00
$ 1 .9 7 5 4 2 3
$41.37
$ 1 6 2 6 .0 0 4
$29.44
$0
$0.00
$2 /227,087
$48.76
$1,887,521
$34.05
$0
$0.00
$ 2 4 9 3 .7 0 3
$53.82
$ 2 .0 6 4 4 9 2
$37.18
Total S 
S /c u .v d
$2 ,649,907
$15.53
$2,628,095
$15.56
$2 ,683 ,284
$16.05
$ 3 ,1 5 8 4 9 2
$18.43
$3,601427
$2146
$4,114,607
$24.92
$4,458,195
$27-27
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
S 2 5 .2 8 3 6 9 7
S33.62
$25,742,392
$33.87
$26,234,013
S34.15
$28,744,755
S35.73
$ 3 1 .531402
$36.22
S34.556.067
$36.46
$ 3 6 .3 5 4 4 1 5
$36.37
LANDFILL
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$ 878 ,369  
S 12.82
$8 8 4 2 4 5
$12.81
$890,359
$12 .80
$ 9 2 4 2 1 6
$12.79
$970,790
$12.64
S I.029 .511  
S12.55
$1,071,771
$12.54
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$38,034,807
$35.44
$106.05
$38,474,082
$35.56
$107.31
$39 ,453 ,980
$36.18
$110.09
$45,023,247
$39.52
$125.63
$51,627,939
$42.32
$143.77
$69,581,767
$45.30
$165.37
$64,996,711
$47.11
$180.03
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ o e r  c a D lta  o o r  a n n u m
$499,343 ,278
$19.82
$66.21
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 54% 57%
TOTAL 90% 90%
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
B an 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 64% 66%
TOTAL 94% 94%__
156
Jefferson
XII. Recycle 25% of Recyclobies, Ban YW, WTE for Sludge and Remainder
WASTE TONNAGE Y e a r *993 1994 ’ 995 2000 2005 2010 : c i3
GENERATION
M SW
Y c ra  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
324,715
57,723
46.255
327,382  
56.868  
46  230
330.104
56.026
4 6 .2 2 0
342,983
57.897
46.220
365 .540
56.301
46.311
391,351
54.839
4 6 4 6 7
4C 336a  
53.966  
46 561
T o td  A m o u n t o( W a ste
WTE R esid u al Ash
428,693
48.040
430,488
48,359
432 ,350
48 6 8 5
447,100
50.279
46 8 .1 5 2
5 3 .036
4 92 ,657
56.187
£08,913  
53 355
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 476,733 478,848 481,035 497,380 52 1 ,1 8 9 548,844 567,168
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n T  E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t L a n o fille d
50.702
57.723
0
320.268
48.040
5 1 2 2 4
56.868
0
322.396
48.359
51 ,759
56 ,026
0
3 24 ,566  
48 6 8 5
54.007
57,097
0
3 35.196
50.279
58,278
56,301
0
3 5 3 6 7 4
53.036
6 3 2 4 0
54,839
0
374.578
56.137
66  561  
53,906 
0
3 8 8 3 6 6
5 3 2 5 5
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 476,733 478,847 481,035 497,379 521,188 5 48,844 567,168
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLECTION
M S W  
Y a rd  W a s te  
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C ost
T o td  S 
S/ton  
T o td  S 
S/ton
3 5 -3 5 0 6 9 8
$19.53
SO
SO.OO
$ 5 2 4 8 6 7 7
$19.37
so
$0.00
$ 5 6 6 1 .0 3 7
$20.34
$0
$0.00
$ 7 3 7 5 .7 4 5
$26.22
$0
$0,00
$10 ,157,993
$33.06
$0
$0.00
$ 1 3 ,6 3 9 4 7 0
$41.57
so
SO.CO
$16,277x532 
347 62  
$0 
3C.C0
To td  S 
$ /to n
$5,350,698
$19.53
$ 5 ,348,677
$19.37
$5 ,661 ,037
$ 20 .34
$7,575,745
$26.22
$10 ,157,993
$33.06
$13 ,639,470
$ 4 1 6 7
^16.277.632
$47.62
REC YC LIN G
M SW T o td  S 
S/ton
$1,936,068
$38.19
$ 1 ,935,336
$37.78
$ 1 ,9 92 ,644
$38.50
$2 .310.020  
$42.77
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
$3 ,121,056
$49.35
$ 3 4 1 7 .3 4 9
$51.34
TRANSFER
T o td  $ 
S/ton
so
$0.00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0 .00
SO
$0.00
30
SO.OO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  
Y a rd  W a s te  
S lu d g e
T o td  W a s te  C o m p o s t in g  C o s t
T o td  S 
S/ton  
T o td  S 
S/ton  
T o td S  
$ /to n
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$ 0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0.00
T o td  S 
S /tcn
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$ 0 .00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o td  S 
$ /to n
$ 2 8 .3 1 7 2 4 7
$88.42
$28,828 ,500
$89.42
$ 2 9 ,375 ,717
$90.51
$32 ,139 ,989
$95.88
$35 ,101 ,006
$99.27
$38,212/671
$102.02
$39 988.933  
$102.97
LANDFILL
T o td  S 
$ /to n
$14310640
$21.04
$ 1 ,017,186
$21.03
$1,024X397
$21.04
$ 1 ,0 6 2 3 5 4
$21.13
$1 ,114,103
$21.01
$1,178,892
$20.98
$1,225,258
$21.03
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n d s c o u n te d
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u n
$ 3 6 ,6 1 4 6 5 3
$85A »
$102.09
$37,129,700
$ 8 6 2 5
$103-56
$ 3 3 ,053 ,495
$88.02
$ 106.18
$43,088,108
$96.37
$120.23
$ 4 9 ,0 5 6 6 1 5  
$ 104 .79  
$ 136.6  i
$56 ,152 ,088
$113.98
$155.85
$60,909,172
$119.68
$168.71
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
T o td  $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$479 ,808 ,689
$ 4 9 4 1
$63.62
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
B an 13% 11%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 64% 65%
TOTAL 89% 89%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y d in g 14% 16%
Ban 11% 8%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 68% 69%
TOTAL 93% 93%
Jefferson
XII. Recycle 25% of Recyclabies, Ban YW, WTE fo r  Sludge and Remainder
WASTE VOLUME Y e a r 1993 '90d '9 9 5 :cco 2005 2010 2013
GENERATION
M SW
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
1 15.446  
55.164
912.962
113.736
55.144
•923457
112,051
55.123
963 465  
115.794  
55.123
’ 052  228  
112.601 
55.231
1 150.200  
109.677 
5 5 4 1 7
’ : i 6  i6 i  
107.972 
55.529
T o td  A m o u n t of W a ste
WTE R es iau a i Ash
1,073.339
S 0C 67
1.081,842
30,599
1.090,631
01.141
1,139,381
93.799
1,220,071 
88 394
1.315,294
93 6 45
1,379.662
9 7 0 9 1
Psu ed o -T o ta l W a s te  Disposal 1.153 .406 1.162.441 1,171,772 1.223,100 1.308,465 1,408,939 1.476.753
M A N A G E M E N T
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o u n t to  WTE
A m o u n t L an d fille d
T 50 .708  
1 1 5 4 4 6
0
30 7 ,1 8 5  
30 067
152.910
113,736
0
015.195
80.599
155.176
112.051
0
8 2 3 4 0 4
31.141
164.038
115.794
0
859.549
33.799
181 6 14  
112.601 
0
925.855
38.394
2 0 2 4 3 9
1 0 9 6 7 7
0
1.003.178
93 .645
2 1 6 6 3 5
107.972
0
1.055.055  
97 091
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
1,153,405 1,162.440 1,171,772 1.223,180 1,308,465 1,408,939 1,476,753
CO LLECTION
M SW  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Totcl S 
S /c u .v d
Total W a ste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
S5.35O.690
$5.26
$0
S0.00
S5.348.677
$5.21
SO
30.00
$5 6 6 1 ,0 3 7  
$5.47  
SO 
SO.OO
37.575,745
$6.99
so
SO.OO
$10,157,993
$8,72
$0
$0,00
S13,6 3 9 4 7 0  
$10.83  
SO 
SO.OO
3 1 6 .2 7 7 6 3 2
$12.29
SO
SO.OO
Tc ta t S 
S /c u .v d
5 5 .3 50 .698
$5.26
$5,340,677
$5.21
$5,661,037
$5.47
$7,575,745
$6.99
$ 10,157,993  
$8.72
$13,639,470
$10.83
$16,277,632
$12.29
REC YC LIN G
M S W  Total S 
S /c u .y a
S I.9 3 6 .0 6 8  
S i 2. So
S 1.935.336  
$12.66
31.992,644
S12.84
32.310,020
S14.08
$2,683,213
$14.77
$3,121,056  
S I 5.42
$ 3 4 1 7 3 4 9  
$15.77
TRANSFER
Tctci S 
S /c u .y a
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.co
so
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  Totcl S 
S /c u .v d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
S lu d g e  Total S 
S /c u .y d
Total W a s te  C o m o o s tln a  C ost
SO
$0.00
SO
50 .00  
SO
50 .00
$0
50.00  
SO
50.00
so
$0.00
so
50.00
so
50.00
so
$0.00
so
50.00
so
50.00
so
$0,00
$0
SO.OO
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
so
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
Total S 
5 /c u .y d
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00 $0.00
$0
$0.00
£o
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$28 ,317 ,247
$35.08
$28 ,028 ,500
$35.36
S29.375.717
$35.68
S32.139.989
$37.39
$35,101,006
S37.91
S38.212.671
$38.09
$39,988,933
$37.90
LANDFILL
Total S 
S /c u .y d
$ 1 ,0 1 0 ,5 4 0
$12.62
31 .017,186
$12.62
S I,0 24 ,097  
SI 2 .62
S I.062,354  
$12.68
$1,114,103
S12.60
$1,178,892
S 1Z 9?
$1.225.258  
$12.62
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p ita  p e r  a n n u m
$ 3 6 .6 1 4 3 5 3
$34.11
$1 0 2 .0 9
$37 ,129,700
$34.32
$103.56
$ 3 8 .0 5 3 4 9 5
$34.89
$106.18
$43,088,108
$37.82
$120.23
$49,056,315
$40.21
$136.61
$56,152 ,038
$42.69
$155.85
$60,909,172
$44.15
$168.71
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a D lta  c o r  a nnum
$4 7 9 ,8 0 8 ,6 8 9
$19.05
$63.62
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 12% 13%
Ban 13% 11%
C o m p o s tin g 0% 0%
WTE 64% 65%
TOTAL 89% 89%
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 14% 16%
Ban 11% 8%
C om positing 0% 0%
WTE 68% 69%
TOTAL 93% 93%
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XIII. Recycle None, Compost YW and Sludge, Landfill Remainder
WASTE TO N N A G E_________________Yeqr_______ W 3 __________ W d _________ -ws_________ :ooo_________2005_________; o io __________2013
GENERA TION  
M S '//
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  SJudge
324.715 
57.723 
46 255
327.382 
56.868 
46 238
330,104 
56.026 
46 220
342.903 
57.897 
46 220
365.540
56,301
46311
391351
54,839
46467
4C8 366 
53.986 
46 561
T o td  A m o u n t of W a ste
WTE R esidual Ash
428,693
0
430,488
0
432.350
0
447,100
0
468,152
0
492.657
0
508,913
0
P su ed o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal 428,693 430,488 432,350 447,100 468.152 492.657 508,913
M A N A G E M E N T  
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t  E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m o u n t to  WTE 
A m o u n t L a n d fille d
0
0
103.978
0
324.715
0
0
103.106
0
327.382
0
0
102.246
0
330.104
0
0
104.117
0
342,983
0
0
102612
0
365.540
0
0
101,306
0
391,351
0
0
100547
0
408,366
Total W a s te  M a n a g e d 428,693 430,488 432.350 447,100 468.152 492,657 508,913
WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COSTS
C O LLECTION
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /tcn
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /tcn
Total W a s te  C o lle c tio n  C ost
$5,350,690 
S 16.43 
$1,936,068 
$33.54
$5.348 677 
$16.34 
$1,935,336 
$34,03
$5661.037
$17.15
$1,992644
$35.57
$7575.745
$22.09
$2310.020
$39.90
$10,157,993
$27.79
$2683213
$47.66
$13,639470
$34.85
$3,121,056
$56.91
$16.277632
$39.86
$3417549
$63.30
Total S 
$ /to n
$7,286,766
$19.05
$7,284,014
$18.96
$7,653,681
$19.82
$9,885,765
$24.66
$12,841,207
$3044
$16,760,526
$37.56
"Ti'9.694,98 i 
$42.60
REC YC LIN G
M S W  Tota lS  
$ /to n
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0,00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
TRANSFER
Total S 
S/ton
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
C O M P O S T IN G
M S W  T o ta lS  
S /ton
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
$ /to n  
S lu d g e  Total S 
S /ton
Total W a s te  C o m o o s t ln a C o s t
$0
$0 .00
$1470.161
$25.47
$1,179,746
$25.51
$0
$0.00
$1448.786
$25.48
$1,179,309
$25.51
$0
$0.00
$1469.746
$26.23
$1213538
$26.26
$0
$0.00
$1,755590
$30.32
$1403.102
$30.36
$0
$0.00
$1.975423
$35.09
$1626.004
$35.11
$0
$0.00
$2227.087
$40.61
$1,807521
$40.62
$0
$0.00
$2593.703
$44.34
$2.064492
$44.34
Total $ $2,649,907 
S /to n  $2549
$2,626,095
$2549
$2,663,284
$26.24
$3,158492
$30.34
$3,60142> 
$35.10
$4J i 4,607 
$40.62 $4454
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
S /fon
$0
$0.00
$0
$aoo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
LANDFILL
Totci $ 
S /ton
$6407405
$19.73
$6454305
$19.71
$6,503,140
$19.70
$6,772,100
$19.74
$7,145,193
$19.55
$7617.144
$19.46
$7,957,805
$19.49
TOTAL SO U D  WASTE M A N A G EM EN T COST
U n a c c o u n te d
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p it a  p e r  a n n u m
$16,344,078
$38.13
$4567
$16.366414
$38.02
$4545
$16,840,105
$38.95
$46.99
$19,816,357
$44.32
$55429
$23587,627
$50.38
$65.69
$28,492,277
$57.83
$79.08
$32,110,981
$63.10
$88.94
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /to n
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$223,35 U 6 9  
$23.00 
$29.61
y e a r 1993 2013
W e ig h t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 24% 20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 24% 20%
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )
R e c y c lin g 0% 0%
Ban 0% 0%
C o m p o s tin g 16% 12%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 16% 12%
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XIII. Recycle None, Compost YW and Sludge, Landfill Remainder
WASTE VOLUME Y ear
GENERATION
M SW
Y a rd  W a s te  
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
T o td  A m o u n t of W a ste  
'//TE R esidual Ash
P iu e d o -T o ta l W a s te  D isposal
M A N A G E M E N T  
A m o u n t R e c y c le d  
A m o u n t E x c lu d e d  fro m  C o lle c tio n  
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d  
A m cxjn t to  WTE 
A m o u n t L an d fille d  
T o td  W a s te  M a n a g e d  
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M S W  Total S 
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total S 
S /c u .y d
7 0 2 .7 :9 912.962 ' .252.238 1.150 2CO
i 15.446 113.736 112.051 115.794 112.601 1C9677 ■ C7 972
55  164 55.144 55.123 55.123 55 231 5 5 4 1 7 55 529
1,073.339 1.081,842 1.090.631 1,139,381 1.220,071 1,315,294 1,379.662
O 0 0 0 0 0 0
1,073,339 1,081,342 1,090,631 1,139,381 1,220,071 1,315,294 1,379,662
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
170,610 168.879 167.174 170.917 167,833 165.C94 163501
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
00 2 ,7 2 9 912,963 923 457 968 464 1 052 .238 1,150 200 t 216 161
1,073,339 1,081,842 1.090,631 1,139.381 1.220,071 1,315,294 1.379,662
$ 5 .3 5 0 6 9 8 $ 5 .3 4 8 6 7 7 S5.661.037 $7,575,745 $10,157,993 $13,639,470 S16.277.632
1 S5.93 $5.86 S6.13 $7.82 $9.65 $11.86 $13.38
$ 1 ,9 36 ,068 $1 ,935 ,336 $ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4 $2,310,020 $ 2 6 8 3 ,2 1 3 $3,121,056 $34 1 7 .3 4 9
I $16.77 $17.02 $17.73 $19.95 $23.83 $28.46 $31.65
Tota; $ 
S /c u .y d
$7,286,766
$7.16
$7,284,0)4
$7.09
$7,653,68)
$7.39
$9,885,765
$9.12
$12,841,207
$11.02
“ 116,760.526
$13.30
$19,694,981
$14.87
RECYCLING
M S W  Tota lS  
S /c u .y d
SO
$0.00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
SO
$0.00
$0
$0.00
TRANSFER
Total S 
S /c u .y d
so
$0.00
so
SO.CO
so
SO.CO
SO
SO.CO
so
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
COMPOSTING
M S W  TotalS  
S /c u .y d  
Y a rd  W a s te  Total $ 
$ /a j . y r i  
S lu d g e  Total $ 
$ /c u .y d
Total W aste  C o m p o s t ln g C o s t
so
$0.00
$1470.161
$29.50
$1,179,746
$21.39
so
$0.00
S1448.786
$29.75
$1.179309
$21.39
so
30.00
$1469.746
$30.90
$1,213,538
$22.02
so
SO.CO 
$1,755,390 
$35.11 
$1403.102 
$25.45
so
$0.00
$1,975423
$41.37
$1626.004
$29.44
so
$0.00
$2,227,037
$48.76
$1.887521
$34.06
$0
$0.00
$2,393,703
$53.82
$2X164492
$37.18
Total $ 
5 /c u .y d
$2,649,907
$15.53
$2,628,095
$15.56
$2.683284
$16.05
$3,158,492
$1848
$3,601427
$2146
$4,114,607
$24.92
$4458,195
$2727
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
SO
$0 .00
$0
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
$aoo
LANDFILL
Total $ 
S /c u .y d
$6407405
$9.87
S 6 4 5 4 3 0 5
$9.86
$6,503,140
$9.05
$6.7 72,100  
$9.87
$7,145,193
$9.77
$7617.144
$9.73
$7,957,805
$9.74
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
T o td  $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$16,344,078
$15.23
$45.57
$16,366,414
$15.13
$45.65
$16,840,105
$1544
$46.99
$19,816,357
$17.39
$55.29
$23,587,827
$19.33
$65.69
$28492,277
$21.66
$79.08
$32,110,981
$23-27
$88.94
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d  
Total $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$223,351,269
$8.87
$29.61
W e i ^ t  R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y c lin g  
B an
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
TOTAL
V o lu m e  R e d u c t io n  A c h ie v e d  (% )  
R e c y c lin g  
Ban
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
TOTAL
1993
a% o%
24%
0%
24%
0%0%
16%
0%
16%
2013
0%
0%
20%
0%
20%
0%
0%
12%
0%
12%
APPENDIX D - LOCAL ISWM DETAILED COST PROJECTIONS 
UTILIZING THE PROPOSED NEW METHODOLOGY
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Jefferson
WEIGHT -'“ C.SCTICNS
Wcsre Generation by Composition - Tonncge
/ec; ‘993
Resicenricl
-c c e r  c n c  P cbercocrc  72.994
Glcss 12.675
Ferrous MeTcis 11 534
■Muminum 2.226
PICSTiC  17,501
Ycrc Wcsre 49,787
Crher 32.197
Tore i 209,515
Shift G cin  1.726
Cum . Shift G ain  1.726
veer 1993
Ccmmercici
Pacer a n a  P ccerco ara  59,352
Glass 3.939
:errous MeTais 1.143
Aluminum 3.060
:icsrlc 1 2 , 7 8 4
vcrc W cste 7.935
Cfher 79.710
Gcmestic S ew cge Sludge 46255
Tctci 219.178
Shift G ain 3,752
Cum. Shift Gain 3,752
Yecr 1993
Resicsnrial an d  Com m ercial
Pacer a n d  Paperboard 132.346
Glcss 21.614
Ferrous Metals 12677
Aluminum 5.886
Plastic 30.285
Ycra W cste 57,723
Cfher 121.907
DomesTic S ew ag e Sludge 46255
Totcl 428693
Shift G ain 5678
Cum . Shift Gain 5678
1995 2CC0 2C05 2010 2013
74.190
12640
11254
2.943
18,762
48.323
42.599
76038
12610
12044
3083
19,514
50,735
44099
31,479 
12.542 
12.169 
3687  
24 245  
49,628 
47,567
87430
12692
12.311
4,179
30.165
48,613
51033
91208
12461
12698
4681
34690
48014
53233
210.713
3081
7.189
218.423
10.791
38.978
231216
23.176
129,399
246224
37.483
287674
256286
47.123
418.913
1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
60.325 
8.914 
1.115 
3,186 
13.705 
7,702 
80 670  
46220
62.946
8.870
1.050
3633
16.340
7,162
82656
46220
65611 
3.843 
992 
3.925 
19,519 
6673  
84663  
46611
68.902
8628
937
4.367
23650
6225
87656
46467
70.826
3619
906
4655
26001
5.972
38,887
46661
221637
6,374
15.176
228.677
13614
67.861
236.936
21249
158.102
246433
30020
290269
252628
35.777
391.756
1995 2COO 2005 2010 2013
134615
21654
12.369
6.130
32.467
56.026
123.069
46220
138.985
21680
13095
6616
35653
57.897
126.955
46220
147290
21684
13.160
7612
43.764
56,301
132630
46611
156632
21619
13249
86 46
53615
54639
138690
46467
162034
21281
13604
9236
60691
53.986
142.121
46661
432.350
96 55
22.365
447,100
24205
106.839
468.152
44425
287601
492657
67603
577.643
508.913
82.900
810670
RESIDENTIAL RATES
Paper cna Paperboard 34.2%
Glcss 5.1%
Ferrous Metals 5.8%
Aluminum 1.3%
Plcstic 7.6%
Yard Wcsre 25.0%
Other 20.0%
Total 100.0%
COMMERCIAL RATES 
Paper and Paperboard 34.2%
Glass 5.3%
Ferrous Metals 0.7%
Aluminum 1.7%
Plastic 6.8%
Yard Waste 4.9%
Other 46.4%
Total 100.0%
1 6 2
Jefferson
VOLUME PROJECTIONS
Waste Generation Gy Comoosrtion - Cucic Yards
Yecr W 3
Residential
Pcper a n a  P coerpocra 136209
Glass 11.177
Ferrous M etals 41.194
Aluminum 15/144
Plastic 97.500
Yard W aste 99575
Other 103.806
Total 554.905
Shift G ain  4 £72
Cum . Shift G ain  45 7 2
Yecr ' *793
Com m ercial
Paper a n d  P aperooard 151.408
Glass 7,883
Ferrous M etals 4081
Aluminum 16.720
Plastic 71,218
Yara W aste 15.871
Other 196089
Domestic S ew ag e Sludge 55.164
Total 518,434
Shift G a in  3,874
Cum . Shift G ain 88 74
Year
Residential a n d  C om m ercial
Paper a n d  P aperboard 337,617
Glass 19.060
Ferrous M etals 45274
Aluminum 32.164
Plastic 168.718
Yard W aste 115.446
Other 299,895
Domestic S ew ag e Sludge 55,164
1995 2CCC 2C05 2010
189.261
11,146
40.193
16083
104526
96.647
104.795
193.975 
11,120 
43.016 
16.845 
108.712 
10187C 
109 222
207,354 
11,060 
43.460 
19.600 
135,068 
99256  
117,017
223.037 
11.015 
43.969 
22.838 
168049 
97227  
125.544
0.939  
4 4  273 
25032 
191536 
96029 
130.955
562.652
3226
19,133
534860
28.870
103,686
633.315
63.480
349.329
691.678 
105295 
789 000
731542
1345C8
1.162559
1995 2CCQ 2C05 2010 tn i "r
153890
7,861
3.982
17,412
76,350
15.404
197,957
55.123
160.575 
7 322
19 306 
91.022 
14.224 
2C3.CS9
167.885
7.798
3541
21.449
108.742
13,345
208,765
55231
175,771 
7,785 
3.348 
23.862 
130.085 
12.451 
214899  
55.417
:2C579
3237 
25439 
144851 
11.943 
218565 
55529
527,979
15.184
36,047
555.C21 
32 556 
163.081
536.756
52.622
384.901
623,616
75.968
716.638
648.120
91.787
975854
1995 2CC0 2005 2010 2013
343.152
19,007
44,175
33.495
180.876
112.051
302.753
55,123
354=53
18.941
46.767
36.151
199,741
115.794
312.312
55.123
375.739
18.857
47,001
41,049
243,810
112.601
325.782
55231
398807 
18,800 
4 7 0 17 
46.700 
298.133 
109.677 
340/442 
55.417
413 352 
18.766 
47515 
50471 
336437 
107.972 
349.620 
55529
Total
Shift G ain  
C um . Shift Gain
1.073.339 1,090.631 1,139881 1220.071 1815 294 1579662
13/146 23.410 61.426 116,103 181263 226295
13/146 55.180 266.767 734231 1505 638 2.138813
Jefferson
LANDFILL STATISTICS BEFORE WASTE MINIMIZATION 
Average Density (Ibs./cu. yd.) 751
Overall Weight Composition without Sludge Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 34.6% 35.0%
Glass 5.7% 4.6%
Ferrous Metals 3.3% 2.9%
Aluminum 1.5% 2.0%
Plastic 7.9% 13.1%
Yard Waste 15.1% 11.7%
Other 31.9% 30.7%
Overall Volume Composition without Sludge Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 33.2% 31.2%
Glass 1.9% 1.4%
Ferrous Metals 4.4% 3.6%
Aluminum 3.2% 3.8%
Plastic 16.6% 25.4%
Yard Waste 11.3% 8.2%
Other 29.5% 26.4%
Population Increase 1993 to 2013 0.7%
Weight Increase 1993 to 2013 21.0% without sludge
Volume Increase 1993 to 2013 30.0% without sludge
Year 1993 Year 2013
Landfill Utilization Rate without Sludge
Cubic Yards Per Capita Per Year 2.84 3.67
Pounds Per Capita Per Year 2133 2561
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i&rtereon
Resaeonal
-ODOf a no Paper Doord 
G *m
ferrous Metals 
Atrruxm
Piastre 
Yard Waste 
Total
Com m eroat
Saoer and Paper Doard 
Siau
mktouj Metros 
A ijm num  
Ptosnc 
Yard Was®
Total
Judge
Other
TOTAL
9ecvc :lnq  ^connnp
15% Recvcang
’00% Comoosrtr>g 
25% Recydng
100% Comoosttng
Compost AJl 
None
0 vear cnate*n 
1993 beginning
0 yearpnase-n
0 year phase-*! 
1993 beginning
0 vear pncse-h
0 yearpoase-n 
1993 begrmng 
0 year phasem
1963 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
18248 10040 19010 33070 21.358 22002
3.169 3.160 2.152 3.135 3.123 3.115
:o84 2014 2011 2042 3073 3099
T07 736 771 397 1045 1.145
4.375 4691 4078 a 061 7041 3097
49.787 40.323 $0,735 49 025 40013 40014
79.170 78271 31057 03.133 25058 36.774
14038 15081 15.737 16053 17226 17.707
2035 2229 2217 2211 2207 2205
286 *279 263 248 234 227
T65 797 383 901 1092 1.164
3.196 3426 4085 4080 5038 6000
7.925 7.702 7.162 5073 6225 5.972
29255 29013 30047 31045 32021 33J73
46255 46220 46220 46011 46067 46061
0 0 0 0 0 0
154080 154005 158.124 160090 164046 167.103
7rn>me Reduction from Recvcdnq • C ir tc  Yards
?ecvcftna Scenario
Reedennai
Paper and Paper ooard GJass
Purr ous Maras 
ALmnum
Pkssnc 
Yard Waste 
Total
Commercial
aaoer and Paperboard Gkw
Petrous Metals 
Aium nm  
Ptojtlc 
Yard Waite 
Total
0udge
Other
TOTAL
100% Comoosting; 
25% Recvcang
100% Comoosttng
Corroosr Ail 
None
0 year pnose-n 
1993 beginning
0 yearcnase-n
0 year pnase-n 
1993 beginning
0 yearonaseHn
0 yearpnaseHn 
1993 beginning 
0 yecrpnose-n
Recvdnq Costs
R eevd crte *
$ per household p e r m onth  
Total households 
Total S o e r year
Totcl annual n e t  present cost •  $ per vear 
C u n J a ttv e  an n u al n e t present cost - S per y e a
$ per ton
Total annual n e t present cost -  5 per ton  
S per c t r t c  yard
Total annual n e t present cost -  $ per a r t e  yard
Yard Waste (c o le c tio n  cost orty)
$ per household p e r  m onth CoSecrton Cost Factor 
Total households 
Total S p er verx
Total annual n e t present cost -  $ per vear 
C u n ia r tv e  an n u a l net present cost • $ per year
$ per ton
Total c m u d  n e t present cost -  5 p erro n  
$ per a r t  c  yard
Total a m u a l n e t present cost* $ per a r t e  yard
1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2313
46052 47015 43,494 51.963 55.759 58.163
2.794 2.787 2.7SO 2.765 2.754 2.747
10290 10048 10.754 10065 10.992 11070
3061 4021 4211 4.900 5.709 6258
24075 26.131 27.178 33.767 42012 47097
99075 96047 101470 99256 97227 96029
187056 186.949 194087 203017 214A54 222.168
37.552 38473 40.144 41.971 43.943 45.170
1.971 1.965 1.955 1.949 1.946 1,944
1020 995 938 385 337 309
4.180 4053 4027 5062 5.966 6060
17005 19088 22J57 27.106 32021 36213
15071 15404 14024 13045 12A51 11.943
78098 30278 34.945 90099 97663 102039
55.164 55.123 55.123 55231 55017 55029
0 0 ◦ 0 0 0
321019 322050 334.955 349A47 367034 200.136
1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
SI.42 
113019
$1.46
113033
SI.70 
113033
$2.23 $2.49
$1.9364363 $1,992044
$1.9361363 $1.700071
$1.9364)66 $5036017
$1.97 ____
113.756 114.140 114370
$2310020 $2303.213 $3.121056 $3017049
$1347 075 $1065041 $043 024 3733.106
$6.754291 312050.144 $17591069 $19097029
$38.19 $3800 $42.77 $464)4
S39.19 $3800 $42.77 $46.04
$12.85 $12.84 S1408 $14.77
$12.85 $12.84 $14.08 $14.77
$49.35
$49.35
$15.42
$1502
$51.34
$51.34
$15.77
$15.77
100% $1.42 $1.46
1136)9 113533
$1,936068 $1.992044
$1.936060 $1200071
$1.936060 $5436.417
$1.70 $1.97 $258 $2.49
J13533 113756 114140 114370
$2310020 $2003013 $3.121056 $3417049
$1047675 $1065041 $843024 $733,166
$6.734091 $12050.144 $17291069 $19097029
$63.30
$1308
$33.54 $35.57 $39.90 $47.66 $56.91
$3304 $3009 $23.28 $18.93 $15.38
$16.77 $17.78 $19.95 $23.83 $2806
$16.77 $15.25 $11.64 $9.46 $7.69
$31,65
$6.79
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LANDFILL STATISTICS AFTER RECYCLING
Average Density (Ibs./cu. yd.) 729
Cverail Weight Composition without Sludge Year 1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 36.2% 35.6%
Glass 5.9% 4.7%
Ferrous ivletals 3.5% 2.9%
Aluminum 1.6% 2.0%
Plastic 8.3% 13.3%
Yard Waste -0.0% 0.0%
Other 44.5% 41.6%
Overcll Volume Composition withouT Sludge Yecr1993 Year 2013
Paper and Paperboard 33.7% 31.0%
Glass 1.9% 1.4%
Ferrous Metals 4.5% 3.6%
Aluminum 3.2% 3.3%
Plastic 16.5% 25.2%
Yard Waste -0.0% 0.0%
Other 39.9% 35.0%
Population Increase 1993 to 2013 
Weight change 1993 to 2013 
Volume change 1993 to 2013
0.7%
24.7% without sludge 
32.9% without sludge
Year 1993 Year 2013 Increase (%)
Landfill Utilization Rate without Sludge 
Cubic Yards Per Capita Per Year 
Pounds Per Capita Per Year
2.1
1528
2.8
1894
32.0%
23.9%
Year 1993 Year 2013
Weight Reduction Achieved from Recycilng/Compostlng 
Including Yard Waste Composting/Ban 28.4% 26.1%
Including Yard Waste and Sludge Composting 36.1 % 32.8%
Volume Reduction Achieved from Recycling/Composting 
Including Yard Waste Composting/Ban 26.1% 24.5%
including Yard Waste and Sludge Composting 29.9% 27.6%
1 6 6
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Y e a r :792 1995 :cco :cc5 ;c;c 2213
C c m o o s n n g  Costs
Y a ra  W a s te  C n lv  1C0% C c m o o s n n y  
C o lle c tio n  $ /fo n  $33.54 335.57 $39.90 347 66 $56.91 $63.30
$ /c u .v d . 316.77 317.73 $19.95 $23.33 $28.46 $31.65
to n s  S/yr. $1,936,063 5 1 .992444 $ 2 3 1 0 .0 2 0 $ 2 6 8 3 3 1 3 33.I21 .C 56 $ 3 4 1 7 3 4 9
C o m p o s tin g  $ /to n 325.CO 325.75 329.85 $34.61 $40.12 $43.84
$ /c u .v a 312.50 312.38 314.93 5 1 7 3 0 $20.06 $21.92
to ta t $ /yr. $ 1 4 4 3 0 7 3 3 1 4 4 2 6 5 7 $1 .7 2 8 3 0 1 $1 .9 4 8 3 3 5 $2,199,998 $ 2 3 6 6 6 1 5
A n n u a l L a n d  C o s t $27,038 $27,088 $27,088 $27,088 $ 2 7 0 8 8 527.C88
Total $ /to n $59.01 $61.80 $70.22 $32.75 $97.53 $107.64
$ /c u .v a . $29.50 $30.90 $35.11 $41.37 $48.76 $53.32
to ta l S/yr. $ 3 4 0 6 2 2 9 $ 3 4 6 2 3 8 9 $ 4 ,0 6 5 4 1 0 $ 4 6 5 8 6 3 6 $53 4 8 .1 4 2 $ 5 3 1 1 0 5 2
A n n u a l To ta l N e t  P resent C o s t a t  D iscount R a te  o f  3% $ 3 4 0 6 2 2 9 32.968 441 3 2 3 7 2 .1 2 8 31.350.CC9 $ 1 4 4 5 4 3 7 $1346.751
C u m u la t iv e  T o ta  N e t  P resen t C o st $ 3 4 0 5 2 2 9 $9,508,116 $22 ,647 ,906 $32,389,955 $40.886.115 $ 44 .3 1 8 4 8 4
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t o f C o m o o s ttn g  YW  -  3 /to n 359.01 3 5 2 9 8 $40.97 $32.36 $26.36 $23.09
A n n u a l N e t  P resent C o s t o f  C o m p o s tin g  YW  -  $ /c u . y d . 329.50 526.49 $20.49 $16.43 $13.18 $11.55
Y e a r 1993 1996 2CC0 2CC6 2010 2013
C o m p o s tin g  Costs
S lu d g e  C o m p o s r  Ail
C o m p o s tin g  $ /to n S25.C0 $25.75 $29.85 $34.61 $40.12 $43.84
$ /c u .y d . 320.96 $21.59 $25.03 $29.02 $33.64 $36.76
to ta l S/yr. $ 1 .156383 $1,190,175 $ 1 3 7 9 .7 3 9 $ 1 6 0 2 6 4 1 $1,864,158 $2,041,129
A n n u a l L a n d  C ost $23363 323 3 6 3 323 3 6 3 323363 $223 6 3 $23363
Total $ /to n 325.51 $26.26 $30.36 $35.11 $40.62 $44.34
S /cu .yd . $21.39 $22.02 $25.45 329.44 $34.06 $37.18
to ta l S/yr. $1.179,746 $ 1 2 1 3 3 3 8 $ 1 4 0 3 .1 0 2 3 1 6 2 6 X X 4 $1.387521 $2.064492
A n n u a l T o ta l N e t  P resent C o s t a t  D isco u n t R a te  o f 3% $1,179,746 $ 1 .040413 $ 3 1 8 6 9 6 3645.7C9 $510,138 $442,933
C u m u la t iv e  Total N e t  P resen t C o s t $1,179,746 $ 33 1 2 .1 1 2 3 7 ,3 2 5 3 9 6 $11 .3 8 3 6 0 7 $14,192,602 $ 1 5 = 8 6 4 8 8
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t o f C o m p o s tin g  S u d g e  -  $ /to n $25.51 $22.51 $17.71 $13.94 310.98 $9.51
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t o f  C o m p o s tin g  S u o g e -  $ /c u .  y d . $21.39 $18.87 $14.85 $11.69 $9.21 37.98
Y e a r 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013
C o m p o s tin g  Costs
All M S W  C o m p o s t  AJI
C o m p o s tin g  $ /to n $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.05 saco
S /c u .y d . S0.CO $0.00 $0.00 S0.C0 $0.00 $aco
fo r d  $/yr. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 S3
A n n u a l L a n d  C o s t S3 $0 $0 so $0 S3
T otal S /fon SO CO $0.00 $0.00 S0.CO $0.00 $aoo
$ /c u .y d . $ 0 0 0 $CL00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
to ta l $ /yr. $0 $0 S3 as S3 $0
A n n u a l To tcf N e t  F te s e n rC o s f a t  O ls c o tn f R a te  o f  3% $0 $0 $0 $0 S3 $0
C u m u la ttv e  TotcJ N e t  P resen t C o s t 30 $0 $o so $0 so
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t o f  C o m p o s tin g  M SW  -  $ /to n $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 saoo
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t o f  C o m p o s tin g  YW  -  $ /c u .  y d . $0.03 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $aoo $Q00
Y e a r 1993 1995 2000 2CC5 2010 2013
T o ta l C o m p o s tin g  Costs
C o lle c tio n  $ /io n $33.54 $35.57 $39.90 $47.66 $56.91 $63.30
$/cu.vcL $16.77 $17.78 $19.95 $23.33 $28.46 $31.65
tote* S/yr. $1,936/358 $ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4 $ 2 2 1 0 /3 2 0 $ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3 $3,121j056 $ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
C o m p o s tin g  S /ton $ 5 0 0 0 $51.50 $59.70 $6?.21 $ 8 0 2 4 $ 8 768
S /cu .yd . $ 3 346 $ 3 4 6 7 $39.96 $46.32 $ 5 1 7 0 $ 5 8 6 8
to ta l S/yr. $ 2 5 9 9 4 5 6 $ 2 6 3 2 .8 3 2 $3,108X340 $ 3 5 5 0 .9 7 6 $4X364,156 $ 4 4 0 7 2 4 4
A n n u a l L a n d  C o st $50451 $50451 $50 AS1 $50451 $50451 $50451
Total S /ton $8821 $ 9 1 4 6 $105.05 $ 1 2 2 4 9 $ 1 4 2 8 5 $156 6 5
5 /c u .y d . $59.03 $61.21 $ 7 0 3 0 $81.98 $ 9 5 6 0 $101 8 4
to ta l S/yr. $ 4585 .975 $ 4 6 7 5 .9 2 7 $ 5 4 6 8 6 1 2 $ 6 2 8 4 6 4 0 $ 7 2 3 5 6 6 3 $ 7 5 7 5 5 4 4
A n n u a l T o ta l N e t  P resent C o s t a t  D isco u n t R a te  o f 8%  $4,585,975 $ 4 0 0 8 4 5 4 $ 3 .1 9 0 2 2 4 $ 2495 ,717 $ 1 .9 5 5 5 7 5 $ 1 6 6 9 6 8 4
C u m u la t iv e  Total N e t  P resen t C o s t $ 4565 .975 $ 1 2 .620228 $ 3 0 4 7 3 5 0 3 $ 4 4 2 7 3 6 6 2 $55,078,717 $ 60404 .972
.Annual N e t  P resen t C o s t o f  C o m o o s ttn g  * S /to n  
A n n u a l N e t  P resen t C o s t  o f  C o m p o s tin g  -  S /c u  y d .
$882} $76.42 $61 .29  $48.64 338.61 $33.61
$59.03 $52.48 $41.02  $ 3 1 5 5  $25.84 $ 2 249
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T R A N S F E R  C O S T S v e a r
1993 1995 2000 2 0 0 5 2010 2013
H X E D  C O S T S
'rcrater Station L e n a  
T r c n s r e r  S t c r i o n  C o n s t r u c t i o n  
T o t g i
3 4 1 . 5 9 9
3 3 2 0 .6 1 6
3 3 6 2 .2 1 5
3 4 1 5 9 9  
3 3 2 0 .6 1 6  
S 3 6 2 .2 1 5
3 4 1 5 9 9  
3 3 2 0 . 6 1 6  
3 3 6 2 . 2 ) 5
S 4 I 5 9 9
3 3 2 0 .6 1 6
S 3 6 2 2 1 5
S 4 1 5 9 9  
3 3 2 0 . 6 1 6  
3 3 6 2 . 2 1 5
3 4 1 5 9 9
3 3 2 0 .6 1 6
3362.215
O J M  C O S T S  
S t c n c n  C a s t s 3 3 9 9 . 6 1 9 3 9 6 0 .9 7 1 S I .  1 5 0 . 6 2 3 S I  5 9 0 3 3 3 S I . 6 8 9  2 3 1 3 1 . 9 0 1 4 6 3
F IX E D  T R A N S P O R T A T IO N  C O S T S  
E c u i o m e n r  C o s t  
I c o c r  c o s t s  
T o t c l
3 1 0 3 2 . 0 9 1
3 9 6 2 .6 8 1
3 2 0 1 4 4 ,7 7 1
S I . 1 5 5 ,8 8 7  
S I . 0 2 8 5 3 3  
3 2 . 1 8 4 2 2 0
S I  5 8 4 . 0 0 7  
S 1 2 3 1 2 8 0  
3 2 . 6 1 5 2 8 7
S I . 6 7 2 . 9 3 9  
S I . 4 8 8 5 2 8  
S 3 , 1 6 1 2 6 7
S 2 . 0 3 1 . 8 6 l  
S I . 8 0 7 . 6 4 3  
$ 3 8 3 9 5 0 4
3 2 2 3 7 . 1 4 7
32534.758
3 4 5 2 1 . 9 0 5
W A S T E  H A U L E D  - T C N S /Y R .  
M S W  
Y WOucge
T o t a l
2 7 4 . 0 1 3
5 7 . 7 2 3
4 6 2 5 5
3 7 7 . 5 9 1
2 7 8 5 4 5
56026
4 6 2 2 0
3 3 0 5 9 1
2 8 8 . 9 7 6
5 7 . 8 9 7
4 6 2 2 0
3 9 3 . 0 9 3
3 0 7 2 6 3
5 6 5 0 1
46511
409.875
3 2 8 . 1 1 1
5 4 8 3 9
4 6 4 6 7
4 2 9 . 4 1 7
3 4 1 5 0 5  
5 3 .9 8 6  
—65o 1 
4 4 2 5 5 2
V A R IA B L E  H A U L  C O S T S  
3 / m i l e  
T o t c l  M ile s
T o t a l  V c r t c o i e  H a u l  C o s t s
T O T A L  A N N U A L  T R A N S F E R  C O S T S  
A n n u a l  n e t  o r e s e n t  c o s t  o r  t r c n s r e r  
C u m u l a t i v e  n e t  o r e s e n t  c c s t  o f  t r c n s r e r
S0.86
2 . 4 4 4 2 2 1
30.91
2 . 4 6 1 . 0 3 4
S I . 0 6  
2 5 4 1 . 8 7 6
3 1 .2 3
2 . 6 5 0 5 9 2
3 1 .4 2
2 . 7 7 6 . 7 5 7
S 5 A 0 S .6 3 5  3 5 .7 5 2 .7 8 9
5 5 4 0 8 . 6 3 5  S 4 .9 3 2 . 0 9 0  
$ 5 4 0 8 , 6 3 5  S 1 5 5 0 5 . 1 0 9
$6816845
S 3 . 9 7 7 4 4 7
S 3 6 . 3 3 6 . 1 0 8
3 8 .1 6 4 .1 0 5
S 3 2 4 2 0 7 8
S 5 3 . 9 S 0 3 2 2
S 9 .8 3 7 , 9 6 8  
S 2 . 6 5 8 8 9 7  
3 6 8 , 3 5 9 2 6 9
3 1 .5 5
2 8 6 0 5 9 8
S 2 .1 0 2 .0 3 0  S 2 2 4 5 5 8 3  3 2 . 6 8 8 8 2 1  3 3 2 4 9 , 7 9 0  S 3 . 9 4 7 . 0 1 9  S 4 4 4 2 . 9 2 9
3 1 1 . 0 2 8 5 1 8
S 2 5 6 o . i4 9
3 7 5 . 7 4 1 5 9 3
T R A N S F E R  C O S T  -  3 / T O N  
A n n u a l  C c s t
A n n u a l  n e t  p r e s e n t  cost o f transfer
5 1 4 .3 1
3 1 4 .3 1
S 1 5 .1 2  
S I  2 . 9 6
S I  7 . 3 4  
$10.12
S 1 9 .9 2  
S 7 .9 1
S 2 2 .9 1
S 6 .1 9
524.93
3 5 .3 5
T R A N S F E R  C O S T  -  S / C U .  Y D .
A n n u a l  C o s t
A n n u a l  n e t  p r e s e n t  c o s t  o f  t r a n s f e r
S 7 .6 2
$ 7 .6 2
3 8 .0 5
S 6 .9 G
S 9 .3 2
$ 5 . 4 4
$ 1 0 . 5 7
$ 4 2 0
S I  1 .9 8  
S 3  2 4
S 1 2 .9 1  
3 2 7 7
1 6 8
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WASTE TO ENERGY COSTS Y ecr
1993 1995 :cco 2010
WASTE DELIVERED - TONS/YR.
MSW
YW
Slucge
Total
FIXED COSTS 
la n d
C onstruction
Qeveiooment
Total
O  & M  COSTS
RESIDUAL DISPOSAL COSTS 
Residue Oisoosed -  tons 
la n a fil! C cst - S /ton 
Total C ost - 3
TOTAL COSTS
INCOME
Bectnc.1v G e n e ra te d  (m illions o t  KWH) 
KWH Sales Price -  S/KWH 
Total Sees - 3
TOTAL ANNUAL NET WTE COSTS - S 
A n nua l Tota l -  3
A n n u a l N e t Present C o s t o t  WTE - S 
C u m u la tive  ne t p resen t co s t o t  WTE
WTE C C ST-S /TO N  
A n n u a l C ost
A n nua l ne t p resent co s t o f  WTE
WTE C O S T -S /C U .Y D .
A n n u a l C ost
A n n u a l n e t  presen t co s t o f  WTE
SO
50
SO
SO
50
0
SO.CO
so
so
0
S0.015
so
so
so
so
50.00
50.00
50.00
50.00
30
so
so
so
so
0
SO.CO
30
so
S0.015
so
so
so
so
50.0050.00
50.00
50.00
so
so
so
so
so
0
SO.CO30
so
30.02030
30
so
so
so.oo
SO.OO
SO.OO
so.oo
so30
so
so
so
so
C.C22so
so
so.oo
30.00
so.oo
SO.CO
so
so
so
so
so
a
SO.CO
so
so
S0.053
so
so
30
so
so.oo
S0.00
S0.00
so.oo
3C.0C
sa.oo
sa.oo
50.00
30.00
Land Cost 
C onstruc tion  Cost 
D e ve lo p m e n t C ost
Totcl
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LANCrlU. OiSFCSAL CCSTS Yecr 
1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2012
Wests Cisccsec - C j . Ycs./yr.
•VIS'vV 543.026 556.691 577,951 614,526 656.222 683.609
YW 0 0 0 0 a 0
Siucp9 0 a 0 0 0 0
'WTE -in 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tore; 543,026 556.691 577,951 614,526 656222 683.6G9
Wcsre Cisccsec - Tons/yr.
MSW 274,013 278,345 288,976 307.263 328.111 241,305
YW 0 a 0 0 a a
Slucge 0 0 0 0 0 0
'WTE Asn 0 0 0 0 0 0
'ore; 274,013 278,345 288,976 307263 328.111 341,305
RXED CCST3 Care if input)
Lcr.c 3109.273 3109,273 3109,273 31C9.273 3109273 31C9273
Pre-Censmjerion 340.741 340.741 340.741 340.741 S40.741 340.741
Ccnsrrucrtcn 33,348.045 33,348.045 33,348,045 33.348,045 33,348.045 S3.24S.C4S
PosrCiosure Peseive Fund 336.995 336.995 336,995 S36.595 336.995 336.995
Tore: 33,535.054 S3,535.054 33,535,054 33.535.054 33,535,054 S3,535.054
O & M CC3TS (3 ro if inpur) 31,029.043 31,108,971 31.334,704 SI.645203 32.036,649 32.318.384
TOTAL LANCriLL CCST AS 3/TCN SI 6.66 316.68 SI 6.85 S 16.86 S 16.98 317.13
Annuc; ner presenr c c s t S 16.66 314.30 39.83 36.70 34.69 33.67
LANCriLL COST - 3/CU. YD.
Annuel C cst S3.33 S8.34 S8.43 38.43 S8.49 38.56
Annuci ner presenr cosr S8.33 S7.15 34.92 33.35 3229 S1.84
TOTAL .ANNUAL LANDFILL COSTS - 3
Annua Tora - S 34.564.097 34,644.025 34,869.757 35.180257 35.571,702 S5,853.438
Annuci Discounted Cosr - 3 34,564.097 33,981,503 32.841,457 32.057,151 31,505,858 SI,255.345
Cumuicrive Annual Disccunre cosr S4,564.097 S 12.807,886 329.096.459 340,840,075 :349,395,334 :SS3.401.454
Jefferson
V(ll. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyciccies, Compost YW and Sludge)
W A S T E  T O N N A G E ___________________Y o a r ________ 1(x>3 _______ 's o * __________ -.'qqd__________ :c a 5 ___________2010___________3013
GENERATION
M S'// 324 .715 330.104 342.983 265.540 391351 4083 6 6
Vara  W cste 57.723 56.026 57.397 56 301 5 4 339 53.986
S ew ag e  SJuage J6C S 5 46-220 16 220 4 6 411 4 6467 46561
Total A m ount ot W aste 128.693 132.350 147.100 1 68.152 192.667 608,913
WTE R01K3UC3 ASP 0 •: 9 2 7 2
fa jQ d O 'to ta l W aste Disposal •128,693 132.350 147.100 168.152 192,657 508.913
MANAGEMENT
A m o u iT  R ecycled 50.702 51,759 54.007 582278 6 3 3 4 0 66361
A m o in r  E xcsjdea from C odecnon 0 0 0 0 0 0
AmounT C o m p o rte d 103.978 1022240 104.117 1 0 2 6 1 2 101306 100347
A m ount ?o WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0
A m ount Lanaflitea 274 013 278.345 288.976 .207 243 228.1 H 341.805
Totd W aste M a n a g e d 128.693 132.150 147,100 168.153 192.657 608.913
FASTE M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T S
COLLECTION
MSW 
V ara W aste  
Total W aste C o llection  Cost
TotCI S
S/tcn  
Total S 
s /ton
$ 5 3 5 0 6 9 8
319.53  
31.936.068
333.54
25.061.037  
$20.34 
3 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4  
$35.57
37575.745
$26.22
$ 2 4 1 0 0 2 0
$39.90
310.157.993
$33.06
$ 2 4 8 3 2 1 3
347.66
3 1 3 4 3 9 4 7 0
341.57
$3,121,056
556.91
$ 1 6 7 7 7 4 3 2
347.62
3 3 4 1 7 3 4 9
$63.30
TotalS  g /3 6 6 .7 4 6  
S/ton $21.97 $22.89
j?.aa6.;66
$28.50
i iz a A U o J 1
$36.32
$ 1 4 /6 0 4 2 6
$43.77
$19,694,961
$49.76
2ECYCUNG
MSW TotalS  
S/ton
31.936.068  
338.19
3 1 .992644
338.50
$2010.020
$42.77
3 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$46.04
$3,121X46
$46.35
3 3 4 1 7 3 4 9
S51.34
TRANSFER
Total S 
3/to n
3 5 4 0 8 6 3 5
319.74
3 5 .752J89
320.67
$ 6 8 1 6 6 4 5
$23.59
38.164.105  
$26.57
$9,837,968
329.98
$11.028518
332.27
COMPOSTING
MSW  
Yard W osre  
Sludge
Total W aste  Com posting Cost
Total S 
3/to n  
Total S 
S/ton  
Total S 
S/ton
so
SO.OO
3 1470 .161
$ 2 5 4 7
3 1 .1 7 9 7 4 6
$25.51
$0
SO.OO
$14 6 9 .7 4 6
$26.23
$ 1 2 1 3 6 3 8
$ 2 6 2 6
so
SO.OO 
S 1755.590  
330.32 
SI 403.102  
330.36
SO
SO.OO
$ 1 .9 7 5 4 2 3
$35.09
$1626X104
$35.11
SO
$0.00
S2727J387
$4041
$ 1 4 8 7 4 2 1
$40.62
50
$0.00
$2493.703
$ 4 444
$2X564492
$ 4 474
Total S 
S/ton
52.549.907
$ 2 5 4 9
$2,683,264
$26.24
$ 3 .168492
$30.34
$ 3 .6 0 1 4 2 7
$35.10
$4,114,607
$40.62
$4458.196
$ 4 434
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
S/ton
50
$0.00
$0
$0.00
$0
30.00
$0
$0.00
SO
so.oo
SO
$0.00
LANDFILL
Total S 
S/ton
$46643197
$ 1 6 6 6
$ 4 6 4 4 0 2 5
$16.68
$ 4 8 6 9 7 5 7
316.86
$5,180,257
$16.86
S 5 4 7 1 7 0 2
S16.98
$ 5 5 5 3 4 3 8
$17.13
T O T A L  S O U D  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T
lines sc o u n rea
Total S 
i / fo n
$ p e t c a p ita  per a r r x m
$ 2 1 .8 4 5 4 7 3
$50 .96
$60.91
$ 22 .7 2 6 4 2 3
$52.56
$6341
$ 27.040479
$ 6 0 4 6
$ 7 5 4 6
$ 3 2 4 7 0 2 0 9
$69.36
$ 9 0 4 2
$39405.869
$79.99
$109.37
$ 4 4 4 5 2 4 8 1
$87.35
$123.13
C u m u la tive  D iscounted  
Total $
$/tcr>
$ p e r  ca p ita  p er a m u m
$301.029J 7 1  
$31.31  
$40.31
y ear 1993 2013
W etgnt R eduction  A c h ie v e d  {%)
Recycling 12% 13%
d an  0%  0%
C o m p o rtin g  24%  20%
WTE 0% 0%
TOTAL 36%  33%
V o iu n e  R eduction  A c n ie v e d  (%)
Recycling 14% 16%
Ban 0%  0%
C o m p o rtin g  12%
WTE 0%  0%
TOTAL 30%  28%
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VIII. Transfer to Wcodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclcbies, Compost YW end SI
W A S T E  V O L U M E  V e a r ’ 003 1995 :cco :co5 2010 2013
GENERATION
MSW
V e ra  W c ste  
S e w a g e  3 u a g e
502.729
1 1 5 4 4 6
=5.164
923 4 5 7  
112.051 
55.123
9 6 8 4 6 5  
1 15.794 
$5,123
i ,052.238  
112601  
$5 231
1 .1 5 0 2 0 0 .  
109 6 7 7  
=5 4 1 7
1216.161  
107,972 
=6 529
Tota  A m o u n t cf W a s te  
WTE Re&iaua! Asn
1,073,339
0
1,090.631
0
1.139.381
1
i >220.071
0
i,315 .294
0
1.379.662
0
Psueco-TotcJ W a s te  O lsoasal 1,073,339 1,090,631 1,139.381 14220.071 1,315.294 1,379,662
M A NAG EM ENT
A m o u n t R e c y c le d
A m o u n t £ x c ;u a e a  fro m  C o lle c tio n
A m o u n t C o m p o s te d
A m o un t to  WTE
A m o u n t L a n a fil!e a
150.709
0
1 7 0 6 1 0
0
752.020
155,176
0
167,174
0
768.281
164038
0
i 70.917 
0
3 0 3 4 2 6
1616 1 4
a
167,833
0
3 7 0624
2 0 2 4 4 0
0
1 6 5094
0
047  7 *0
2 1 6 4 3 5
0
163501
0
09C 526
T o ta  W a ste  M a n a g e d  
W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T S
1,073,339 1,090,631 i, 139,381 i .220.071 1,315.294 1,379,662
COLLECTION
M S W  ’ ores S 
3 /c u .v a  
Y c ra  W a s te  f o r a  S 
3 /c u .y a
To ta  W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
3 5 S 5 0 6 9 8
35.93
3 1 .9 3 6 0 6 8
316.77
$56 6 1 .0 3 7  
$6.13 
S I.9 9 2 6 4 4  
$17.78
375 7 5 .7 4 5  
37.32 
3 2 5  10.020 
$19.95
$10,557,993
59,65
$ 2 6 8 3 ^ 1 3
$23.83
$ 1 3 .6 3 9 4 7 0  
$11.86  
$3.121.056  
$23.46
51 6 ,2 7 7 6 3 2
$13.38
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$31.65
T o ta  S 
S /c u .y a
$7,286,766
37.16
$7,6^3,681 
$7.39
39,885,765
$9.12
$ 12 ,8 4 1 CO 7 
$11.02
$ 1 6 .7 6 0 6 2 6
$ 1 3 4 0
$19,694,961
$14.87
RECYCLING
M S W  T o ta S  
S /c u .v a
31.936.068
312.85
$ 1 .9 9 2 6 4 4
$12.54
$2010 .020
$14.03
$ 2 6 8 3 2 1 3
$14.77
$3,121,056
$15.42
$ 3 4 1 7 2 4 9
$15.77
TRANSFER
T o ta  s 
S /a j .y a
3 5 /1 0 8 6 3 5
37.62
$5,752,789
$8.05
$6 .8 1 6 6 4 5
$9.32
$8,164,105
$10.57
$9,837,968  
SI 1.98
$11,028,518
$12.91
CO M PO STIN G
M S W  T o ta S  
S /a j .y a  
Y a rd  W a s te  T o ta  S 
3 /c u .y a  
3 u d g e  T o ta  S 
S /c u .y a
T o ta  w a s te  C o m p o s t ln q C o s t
SO
20.00
$14 7 0 .1 6 1
$29.50
31,179.746
$21.39
so
$ao o
$ 1 4 6 9 .7 4 6
$ 3 a 9 0
$ 1 2 1 3 6 3 8
$22.02
$0
$0.00
$1 .7 5 5 3 9 0
$35.11
$14 0 3 .1 0 2
$25.45
$0
s a c o
$1 ,9 7 5 4 2 3
$41.37
$1 6 2 6 .0 0 1
$ 2 9 4 4
so
s a o o
$2,227,087
$48.76
S 1S 87S 21
$34.06
$0
s a o o
$ 2 4 9 3 .7 0 3
$53.82
$ 2 0 6 4 4 9 2
$37.18
T o ta  S 
3 /c u .y d
i  2 ,649 ,90^  
$ 1 5 6 3
$2,663*284
$ 1 6 3 5
$ 3 ,158492
$ 1 8 4 8
$ 3 ,6 0 )4 2 7
$ 2 1 4 6
$ 4 , l i4 .6 0 i
$24.92
4 4 4 ^ 8 ,1 9 6
$ 2 7 2 7
WASTE TO ENERGY
T o ta  S 
$ /c u .y a
SO
$0.00
SO
$ao o
SO
$a o o
$0
$0.00
so
sa o o
SO
sa o o
LANDFILL
t o t a  s 
S /c a y d
$ 4 5 6 4 0 9 7
$8.33
$ 4 6 4 4 0 2 5
$8,34
$48 6 9 ,7 5 7
$ 8 4 3
$5,180,257
$ 8 4 3
$ 5 6 7 1 ,7 0 2
$ 8 4 9
$ 5 ,8 5 3 4 3 8
$8.56
TOTAL SOUD WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
T o ta  $
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a p i t a  p e r  a n n u m
$ 2 1 ,8 4 6 4 7 3
$ 2 0 6 5
$60.91
$22 ,7 2 6 4 2 3
$ 2 0 8 4
$6341
$27,040,679
$23.73
$ 7 5 4 5
$ 3 2 4 7 0 2 0 9
$26.61
$ 9 0 4 2
$ 3 9 4 0 5 .8 5 9
$29.96
$ 1 0 9 4 7
$ 4 4 4 5 2 4 8 1  I 
$ 3 2 2 2  
$123.13
C u m u la tive  D isco u n ted  
Total 3 
$ /c u .  y d .
$ p e r  c a o ita  p e r  a n n u m
$304,029,771
$ 1 2 0 7
$40.31
1993 2013
W e ig n t R e d u c tio n  A c h ie v e d  (% ) 
R e c y c lin g  
Ban
C o m p o r t in g
WTE
TOTAL
V o lu m e  R e d u c tio n  A c n ie v e d  C%) 
R e c y c lin g  
Ben
C o m p o s tin g
WTE
TOTAL
12%
0%
24%
0%
36%
14%
0%
16%
0%
30%
13%o%i
20%
0%
33%
16%
0%
12%
0%
26%
Jefferson 
SUMMARY ASSUMPTIONS
GENERATION RATES & COMPOSITION
C o m o c im o n  R e a d e n tia t
Y a rd  W c s re  e c u a s
C o m m e rc ia l  
Y c ra  W c s re  e c u a s
RECYCUNG/COMPCSTING
M o a r f ie d  F ra u d in  a e r  WRL 
25%
- M M  C o m p o s it io n  T cn le
R e s d e n r ia  R e c y c lin g  R ates
P c o e r  e n d  P a o e r p o a r d  
Glass
Ferrous M e ta s  
A Ju m irxm
Plastic  
Y c ra  W c s te  
O th e r
C o m m e r c ia  R e c y c lin g  R ates
P a p e r  e n d  P c p e r o o c r a  
Glass
Ferrous M e ta s  
A lu m in u m  
Plastic  
Y a rd  W c s te  
O th e r
S e w a g e  S lu d g e
2 5 %  R e c y c lin g  
25 %  R e c y c lin g  
25%  R e c y c lin g  
2 5 %  R e c y c lin g
0  y e a r  p h a s e in  o e g n n  1993  
0 y e a r  p h a s e -in  o e g n n  1993 
0  y e a r  p h a s e in  o e g n n  1993 
0  y e a r  p h a s e in  O e g n n  1993
25 %  R e c y c lin g  0  y e a r  p n a s e m  o e g n n  1993 
100%  C o m p o s tin g  o  y e a r  p n a s e m  b e g n n  1993  
N o n e  0  y e c r  p n a s e -tn  o e g n n  i 9 93
25%  R e c y c lin g  
25%  R e c y c lin g  
2 5 %  R e c y c lin g  
2 5 %  R e c y c lin g  
25 %  R e c y c lin g  
100%  C o m p o s tin g  
N o n e
C o m p o s t  Ail
To ta l M S W  C o m p o s tin g  A llo w e d ?  N o  
Y a rd  W a s te  C o m p o s tin g  A l lo w e a ?  Yes  
S e w a g e  S u a g e  C o m p o s tin g  A llo w e c  Yes
0  y e a r  p h a s e -fn  o e g n n  1993  
0  y e a r  p n a s e in  p e g n n  1993 
0  y e a r  p h a s e -in  o e g n n  1993 
0  y e a r  p n a s e -tn  o e g ln n  1993  
0  y e c r  p h a s e -in  o e g n n  1993  
0  y e c y  p n a s e -tn  p e g n n  1993  
0 y e a r  p h a s e in  o e g n n  1993
0  y e a r  p h a s e in  o e g n n  1993
TRANSFER
MSW Transferred SeocrcteJy no
Y a rd  W a s te  Transferred  S e p a r a te ly  n o  
S lu d g e  Transferred  S e p a ra te ly  n o
M S W , Y W  &  S lu d g e  C o m b in e d  Yes
Y W  &  S u d g e  C c m d r v e d  n o
WASTE TO ENERGY
S c e o a io s  WTE A llo w e d
WTE o f  M S W  (n o  Y W  o r S iu a g e )  
WTE in c lu d e s  YW  
WTE in c lu d e s  s tro g e  
WTE P la n t S ta rtu p  Y e c r
n o
n o
n o
n o
1992
E nergy P rice  F o re c a s t US E n e rg y  In fo rm a tio n  A g e n c y  R e fe r e n c e  C a s e
C o m b u s to r D e s ig n  F u rn a c e  C o n s tru c tio n  Typ e
S h o p  F a b r ic a te d  M o d d a r  F u n a c i  N o  
Site F a b r ic a te d  Y e s
O v e ra ll C o n s tru c tio n  T yp e
E x fe n s v o  M o a d a r  C o n s tru c tio n  N o  
S te  F a b r ic a te d  Y es
DISPOSAL
F u rn a c e  W O l Typ e
R e fra c to ry  W e ll N o
W a te r  W a ll o r  o th e r  Yes
T y p e  o f  E nergy f t o d u c e d
P rocess or H e a t in g  S te c m  N o
S e c t t ld ty  Y es
C c l a J a t e d  o r  in p u t L andfill C o s ts  C a f c t ia r e d
ta n d fffl L o c a t io n  N o rth s n o re
H ig h . M id r a n g e  o r  L o w  C o s t E s tim a te  L o w  
C p r irn e a t lo n  C o m p le te  Y es
APPENDIX E - REGIONAL ISWM SUMMARY COST PROJECTIONS 
UTILIZING THE PROPOSED NEW METHODOLOGY
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REGIONAL COST Regionl
I. C o n t in u e  L a n d f i l l in g  A l l  W a s te s
W A S TE  T O N N A G E  Y ear 1993 1995 2000 zoos 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310.436 838.255 395.521 364.268 1.009,674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 142.663 137,548 141.501 137.929 135.119 133.479 2.916.425
Sewege Sluage 50.927 50.924 50.936 51.021 51.174 51.265 1,071.573
Total Amount of Waste 996,129 398,908 1,030,692 1,084,470 1.150.560 1,194,418 22.524,908
WTE Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psuedo^Total Waste Disposal 996.129 998,908 1,030,692 1,084,470 1,150.560 1,194,418 22,524,908
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 996.129 998.908 1 030.692 1 084 470 1.150.561 1.194.418 22.524.908
Total Wasto Managed 3SS.-I29 398,406 1,fli0,fc92 1,0lU,470 1,150,561 1, 194,418
W A S TE  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T S
COLLECTION
MSW Total S 
S/ton
Yard Waste Total S 
SAon
Total Waste Collection Cost
S12.828.063
S13.57
SO
SO.OO
S13.373.971
S14.11
SO
SO.OO
S17.825.165 
SIS 19
so
so.oo
S23.950.490
S23.18
SO
so.oo
S32.323.665
529.40
SO
SO.OO
S36.694.693
S33.85
so
SO.OO
S478.681.639
S22.31
SO
SO.OO
Total S $12,829,063 513,373,97V 517,825,195 $23,95(1.490 JJz.3ii.liSi> ■ rnrBw .EST $478,661,639
S/ton $13.57 $14.11 $18.19 $23.18 $29.40 $33.85 $22.31
RECYCLING
MSW Total S SO so so so SO $0 SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo
TRANSFER
TotalS so so so so so SO so
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S so so so so so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Yard Waste Totals so so so so so so SO
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo 50.00
Sludge Total S so so so so so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total Waste Composting Cost
Total S w so sd so Jo ...............""55" -  — th t
SAon $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 saoo saoo saoo $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S so so so so so so SO
SAon $0.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO 00 so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS $18,210,202 $18.449.096 S19.229.779 S20.275.950 S21.611.041 S22.570.746 S420.595.173
SAon $18.28 $16.47 $16.66 $18.70 $16.78 $18.90 $18.67
T O TA L  S O L ID  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T
Unaccounted Total
TotalS $31,038,265 $31,823,067 $37,054,944 $44,226,440 $53,934,706 $81,265,439 $899,276,812
M on $31.16 $31.88 $35.95 $40.78 $46.88 $51.29 $0.00
S per household per month $8.94 $9.23 $10.80 $12.84 $15.52 $17.53 saoo
Cumulative Discounted
TotalS $420,474,126
Mon $18.67
$ per household per month $5.80
year 1993
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
Recydrng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 0%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recycling 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 0%
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REGIONAL. COST Regionl
I. C ontinue Landfilling  All W astes
WASTE VOLUME Year 1993___________ 1995__________ :ooo__________ 2005__________ 2010__________ 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residual Ash
Peuedo-Total Waeto Oiapoaal
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 2,577.174 2.603,000 2.710 689 2.914535 3.165.296 3.335.023 50.277 427
Total Waste Managed 2,577,174 2,603,000 2,710,689 3,335,023 0 0 .2 //,- i i /
285.327
60.736
275.096
60.732
283.002
60.747
275.857
60.848
2,834.0 27 
270,239 
51,030TTSSW
-snrodr
266.957
51.139
’  3,335323"o
53.166.612 
5.832.351 
1 277.96515fl.2rr.A57
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard Waste TotalS 
S/cu.yd.
Total Waste Collection Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS 
S/cu.ya.
312.823.063
35.10
SO
SO.OO
35.10
S13.373.971
35.2630
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
317,825.165
36.73
SO
SO.OO
" H l'S T O 'H  '"""ii7.fi
35.26 30.73
50
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
323.950.490
S8.39
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
532.323,665 S38.694.693
510.41 S11.82
SO SO
so.oo so.oo
EtS5i""'si6,l8b4,6tfi'
510.41 $11.82
SO
SO.OO
SO30.00
S473.631.639
58.11 
SO
SO.OO
JUTOCT 1
58.11
SO
SO.OO
TRANSFER
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard Waste TotalS 
S/cu.yd. 
Sludge Totals 
S/cu.ya.
Total Waste Composting Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
WASTE TO ENERGY
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00
so$0.00
—sr
50.00
$0
SO.OO
318,210.202
$9.33
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
—w
50.00
so
so.oo
so$0.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
$XT 
50.00
so
so.oo
5 tr
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
50
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
— sr
saoo
so
so.oo
S18,449.096 S19.229.779 520,275.950 521.611.041 S22.570.746
$9.43 S9.52 S9.53 S9.56 S9.62
S420.595.173
S9.52
TOTAL SOLID W ASTE MANAGBYIEMT COST
Total $ 531,036,205 531,823,067 537,054.944 544,226,440 553,934,706 581,265.439 5899,278,812
5/cu. yd. 512.04 512.23 513.67 515.17 517.04 518.37
3 par household par month
Cumulative Discounted 
Total 9 
5/cu. yd.
$ par household per month
59.94
5420.474,126
50.99
55.80
53.23 510.80 512.84 515.52 517.53
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REGIONAL C O ST R s g io n l
II. R e c y c le  2 5 %  o f  R e c y c la b le s ,  L a n d f i l l  Y W  a n d  S lu d g e
WASTE TONNAGE Year 1993 1995 :cco 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.533 310.436 338 255 895.521 964,268 t.009.674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 142.663 137,548 ’ 41 501 137.929 135.119 133.479 2,916.425
Sewage Skjdgo 50 927 50.924 =0 936 51.021 51.174 51 265 1.071,573
Total Amount of Waste ' '995,729 ~1 ’ flflWOd TfiJG7b92 """ l,b&4'.470' i,TS53SiT T T S .O T
'WTE Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psuedp-Totai Waste Disposal 99G.T!i5 998,908 1,G3Q,o92 1,084,470 1.1&4.418 22,524,908
m a n a g e m e n t
Amount Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.321 164.571 2.949,031
Amount Excluded from Cotfecrton 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount LandfiBed 370.316 871.835 398 693 941.699 994 740 1.029.846 19.575.875
Total Waste Managed 396,1:3 $99,909 1.630,692 1,08^,470 I^'rosr" 22,524,906
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Tciai S S12.a28.063 S13.373.971 S17 325.165 S23.950.490 S32.223.665 S38.694.693 S478.681.639
SAon S15.65 S16.29 S21.03 S26.39 $34.26 $39.54 S25.87
Yard Waste Total S SO $0 SO SO SO SO SO
S/Ion SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO $0.00
Total Waste Collection Cost
TotalS $12,828,063 " " S t f ,3 7 W 517.425.113^ J32,523.,Bfi3 W?&,6flU39
S<ton $15.65 *16.29 $21.03 $26.89 $34.26 $39.54 *25.87
RECYCLING
MSW “etai S S5,353,947 S5.476.295 56.221.085 S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
S/ton S42.73 S43.10 $47 89 $51.54 S55.23 S57.45 $50.39
TRANSFER
Totai S SO SO so SO so SO SO
S/ton SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S SO so so SO SO 50 $0
Mon $0.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO
Yard Waste Total S SO so so SO SO $0 so
SAon SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo $0.00
Sludge Total S SO so so SO SO so so
SAon SO.OO 50.00 SO.CO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Total Waste Composting Cost
Total S $u ---------------f t - ---------------r ---------------sr -■ '..... '“ "io1"
SAon $0.00 so.oo SO.OO $0.00 moo saoo saoo
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS so so so so so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00
LANDFILL
Total S S15.868.860 S16.072.074 S16.749.391 S17.640.757 S18,773.087 S19.583.750 $365,944,443
SAon $16.22 $18.43 $18.64 $18.73 $18.87 S19.02 $18.69
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Unoiscountea total
TotalS $34,050,870 $34,922,340 $40,895,641 $48,949,625 $59,702,696 *67,732,446 $933^17,109
S/ton $34.18 $34.96 $39.88 *45.14 $51.89 *58.71 saoo
S per household per month $9.81 $10.13 $11.92 $14.21 $17.17 $19.38 saoo
Cumulative Discounted
Total $ $463,756,328
Mon $20.59
S per household per month $6.40
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recycling 13%
Ben 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 13%
Vohme Reduction Achieved (%)
Recycling 14%
Ben 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 14%
177
REGIONAL COST Regionl
II. Recycle 25% of Recyclabies, Landfill YW and Sludge
W A S T E  VO LU M E Y e a r 2000 2005 2010
G EN ER A TIO N
M SW
Yard W asie  
Sewage Sluoge
Total Amount of W aste  
W T E  Residual Asti
Psueoo-Total Waste Clsposai
M ANAGEM ENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Comoostea 
Amount to W TE  
Am outt Lanofiled 
Total W aste Managed
2 85 .327
60.736
3 72 .479000
2.204.695
2.366.940 2.577,330
275.096
60.732
ys m u — u a sm  
T^rrm— zeuott
2 83.002 275.857
60 .747  60.848“T7TOES 3T
'gTTCBul  O T 3.55S '
2.834.027
270.239
61.030rm:m
3 .006.926
2 66 .957
61.139
380.972000
2,222.028
400.911000
2.309.773
444.92800
0
2.469.607
498.799
0
00
2,666.497
TO TT
2,414,53!*3785.238"
535,625000
2 .7 9 9 3 9 0■ n sw
53,166.612
5.832.851  
1 277 965"OT,rogr
"3B,377;W
9.146.025000
51.131.402
W A S TE  M ANAG EM ENT COSTS
C O LLECTIO N
MSW Total S S 12.828.063 $13,373,971 S17,825.165 S 23.950.490 S32.323.665 S38.694.693 $478,681,639
S/cu.yd. 35 .10 S5.26 S6.73 S8.39 S10.41 $11.82 S8.11
Yard W aste Total S SO so SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. 30 .00 SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO 50.00 SO.OO
Total W aste C o lection Cost
TotalS 3 l2 .8 2 8 .0 8 3 1 i5fl,6&4.6&3
S/cu.yd. 35 .10 $5.28 36.73 38.39 $10.41 $11.82 $8.11
R ECYCLING
MSW Total S S5.353.947 $5,476,295 S6.321.085 S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S 148.591.027
S/cu.yd. S 14.37 S14.37 S15.77 S16.54 S17.25 S17.65 S16.25
TRANSFER
TotalS so $0 SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
C O M P O S TIN G
MSW TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO
Yard W aste Total S SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge TotalS SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total W aste  Composting Cost
TotalS 30 Sd .....  id1 Jtt sd $0 ........... yet
S/cu.yd. 30.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A S TE  TO  ENERGY
TotalS SO so $0 so SO so so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
L A N O R IL
TotalS S15.868.660 S16.072.074 S16.749.391 S17.640.757 S18.773.087 S19.583.750 S365.944.443
S/cuyd. S9.33 S9.44 S9.54 $9.58 S9.64 $9 .70 59.56
TOTAL SO LID  W A S TE  M ANAGEM ENT C O ST
TotalS $34,050,870 $34,922,340 $40,895,641 $48,949,625 $59,702,698 $67,732,440 $993^17,109
S/cu. yd. S13.21 $13.42 $15.09 $18.80 $18.86 $20.31 S342.17
S per household per month
Cumutatfve Otscourted 
Total S 
S/cu. yd.
S oer household oer month
39.81
$483,758,328
$7.89
$8.40
$10.13 $11.92 $14.21 $17.17 $19.38 S287.35
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III. Recycle 25% of Recyciables, Compost YW and Sludge
WASTE TONNAGE Y ear 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310,436 938.255 895.521 964.268 1.009.674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
142,663
50.927
137.548
50.924
141,501
50.936
137.929
51.021
135.119
51.174
133,479
51.265
2,916,425 
1 071.573
Total Amount of Waste 
’WTE Residual Ash
996,129
0
998.908
0 0 0 0
i.-iw u -ifi
0
'
EOTA.MST
0
Psueoo-Total Waste Disoosal 996,129 998,908 1,(130.692 1.6&U70 n 1 t o b .3 K r 22,524,908
MANAGEMENT 
Anwxrt Recycled 
Amount ELxeuoed from Collection 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to WTE 
Amotrt LanofiBed
125.311
0
193.590
0
677.228
127.073
0
188,472
0
683.364
131,994
0
192.437
0
706.261
142.771
0
188,950
0
752.749
155.821
0
186.293
0
308.447
164.571
0
184.744
0
845,103
2.949.031
0
3.987.999
0
15.587.879
Total Waste Managed 996,129 998,908 1,030,692 TfflU .476 "  "'07B,’5 5 f" 1,194.418 i t  524,9(14
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW
Yard Waste
Total Waste Collection Cost
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
S/ton
S12.828.063
S18.94
S4.576.516
S32.08
S13.373.971
S19.57
S4.686.336
S34.07
S 17.825.165
525.24 
$5,413,084
538.25
S23.950.490 
S31.82 
$6.298.750 
$45.67
S32.323.665 
S39.98 
S7,359,969 
$54.47
S38.694.693
S45.79
S8.080.637
S60.54
S478.681.639
S30.71
S127.146.978
$43,60
Total S 
SAon
5^,404,573
521.23
" ■ J 7 3 M W "
$22.00
525,233,243
$27.41
52fl,'245.243
533.96
S35.fi3i.634
542.06
Wfi.773.53il
$47.80
{SCOTS,51T
S32.74
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 
SAon
S5.353.947
S42.73
S5.476.295
S43.10
S6.321.085
S47.89
S7.350.378
S51.54
S8.605.944
S55.23
S9.454.003
S57.45
S148.591.027
S50.39
TRANSFER
Total S 
SAon
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Total Waste Comoosting Cost
TotalS 
SAon 
Total S 
SAon 
Total S 
SAon
SO 
$0.00 
S3.633.558 
S25.47 
S1.298.902 
S25.51
SO 
SO.OO 
S3,608.832 
S26.24 
$1,337,016 
S26.26
SO
SO.OO
S4.290.966
S30.32
S1.546.244
S30.36
SO
so.oo
S4.840.111
S35.09
$1,791,353
S35.11
so
so.oo
S5.487.645
S40.61
$2,078,690
$40.62
so 
so.oo 
S5.918.366 
$44.34 
$2,273,078 
S44.34
so
so.oo
$97,808,064
S33.54
$36,107,675
$33.70
Total S 
SAon 525.43 526.24 $30.33 $35.10 $40.62
SS.7UT.4Ar
$44.34
"" W O T S J 3 3 "
$33.58
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S 
SAon
$0
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
LANDFILL
TotalS
SAon
$12,880,773
S19.02
S13.060.107
S19.11
$13.599.507 
S19.26
S14.367.978
S19.09
S15.355.661
S18.99
$16,069,612
S19.01
$298,064,948
$19.12
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Undiscounted
TotalS
SAon
S per household per month
540,571,758
$40.73
511.69
$41,542,556
541.59
512.05
548,996,050
547.54
514.28
$58,607,061
554.04
517.01
$71,211,574
$61.89
52149
$80,490,533
567.39
323.03
otai
$1,186,400,332
saoo
saoo
Cumulative Oiscotrted 
TotalS 
Mon
S per household per month
5554,062,269
524.60
57.64
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recycfing 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 19%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 22%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recydng 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 13%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 28%
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Hi. Recycle 25% of Recyciables, Compost YW and Sludge
W A S T E  VO LU M E Y e a r
G ENERATIO N
M S W
Yard W asie  
Sewage Sluoge
Total Amount or W aste  
W T E  Residual Ash
Psueao-Totai W aste  Disposal
M ANAGEM ENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amocrit Ccmoosted 
Amowrtto W TE  
Amount LancflBed
Total W aste  Managed
2.231.111 2.267.172 2.366 .940
2 85.327 275.096 283.002
50.736 50.732 60 .747
372.4780
346.0630
1 853.633
380.9720
335.8280
1.886 200“2ytm t— z,6o3:boo 1
400,9120
343,7490
1.966.028  
T fW B 15“
275.857  
50 848
444 9280
336.7050
2 .132.3021 m ro r
270.239
51.030
266.957
61.139
498.799 535.6250 0
331.269 328.0970 0
2 335 228 2.471.301
3,165,268  " 5 , ^ 0 2 3
5.832.851 
1.277 965
9.146.0250
7.110.818  0
44 020 £84
r,gff3TOST
W A S TE  M ANAGEM ENT C O S TS
CO LLECTION
M SW
Yard W aste
TotBl W aste  Codecuon Cost
Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
Total i  
S/cu.yd.
S 12.828.063  
55.75  
S4.576.516  
$16,04
=W ^57T 
38.92
S13.373.971
S5.90
S4.686.336
$17.04
iia.osb.to"
57.10
$17,325,165 3 2 3 .950 .490  532.323 665
57 53 39 .29  511.41
$5,413,034 $6 ,298 ,750  S7.359.969
S19.13 $22 .83  S27.24
$10.60 $12.70
S 38.694.693
$12.87
S 8.080.837
$30.27
$14.29
S478.681.639  
S9.00 
$127.146.978  
$21.80
M SW Totals $5,353,947 S5.476.295 S6.321.085 $7 ,358,378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
S/cu.yd. $14.37 $14.37 315.77 S16.54 S17.25 S17.65 S16.25
TRANSFER
TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO $0
S/cu.yd. 50.00 $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 S0.00 $0.00 $0.00
C O M PO STIN G
M SW TotalS SO $0 $0 so so SO SO
S/cu.ya. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yard W aste TotalS 53.633,558 S3.608.832 34.290,966 S4.840.111 S5.487.645 S 5.918.366 $97,808,064
S/cu.yd. $23.77 $30.15 $34.29 $40.38 S47.54 S52.44 S38.45
Sludge TotalS $1,298,902 $1,337,016 S1.S46.244 S 1.791.353 $2,078,690 S Z 2 7 3 .0 7 8 S 36.107.675
S/cu.yd. S21.39 S22.01 S25.45 $29.44 S34.06 $37.18 $28.25
Total W aste  Compostlnq Cost
Total S " $4,B4i^J4b $6,631,464 5/,5bo,335
S/cu.yd. $14.25 $14.73 $16.99 $10.70 $22.04 $24.97 $10.93
W A S TE  TO  EN ER G Y
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
Sfai.yd.
SO$0.00
$12,880,773
$9.51
SO$0.00
$13,060,107
$9.56
SO
SO.OO
$13,599,507
$9.63
$0
SO.OO
S 14.367.978
S9.54
$0
SO.OO
S15.355.661
$9 .50
SO
SO.OO
S 16.069.612
$9.51
SO
SO.OO
S298.064.948  
$9 56
TOTAL SOLID W A S TE  M A N A G E M E N T C O S T
Total S $40,571,758 $41,542,558 $40,998,050 $58,607,061 $71,211,574 $80,400,589 $1,186,400,332
S/cu. yd. $15.74 315.98 $18.09 $20.11 $22.50 524.13 $408.76
$ per household per month $11.69 $12.05 $14.28 $17.01 320.49 323.03 $343.25
Cumuatrve Discounted
TotalS $554,002,209
S/cu. yd. $9.19
$ per household per month $7.64
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IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge
WASTE TONNAGE Year 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.529 310.436 338.255 095.521 964.268 1.009.674 10.536.910
Yard Waste 142.663 137.548 141.501 137.929 135.119 133.479 2.916.425
Sewage Sluoge 50927 50 924 50.936 51 021 51.174 51 265 1 071.573
Total Amount of Waste §96,l i § 999,968 4,030,692 l,flW .4M i fiib.55o
WTE Resioual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psuedo-Total Waste Disposal 996,129 1.030.6W 1,084,470 ' 0 w s u i s &524!5ST
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.021 164.571 2.949.031
Amount Excluded from Collection 142.663 137,540 141.501 137.929 135,119 133.479 2,341.777
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount LanoflDea 720.155 734.207 757.19 7 303.770 359.620 098.368 17 234 098
Total Waste Managed §96,129 998,907 i ,03(U§!2 1,084,470 1,156.554 1,1Si,418 2i.52i.9ii5
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Total S S12.82B.063 S13.373.971 S17.025.165 S23.95O.490 S32.323.665 S38.694.693 S478.681.639
SAon S13.94 S19.57 S25.24 $31.82 $39.90 S45.79 S29.62
Yard Waste Total $ SO SO SO SO $0 SO SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO 00
Total Waste Collection Cost
Total S SU§2S,063 Jiy,SS5Hfl5 l i 3.35A.i90 {32, §2£5S5 S 3 a ^ .6 9 § $476,6§4.€i9
SAon 510.94 S19.57 $25.24 $31.82 $39.98 $45.79 $29.62
RECYCLING
MSW Total S S5.353.947 S5.476.295 S6.321.O05 S7.350.370 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
SAon 542.73 S43.10 S47.89 $51.54 S55.23 $57.45 550.39
TRANSFER
TotalS SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S SO so so so SO so so
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Yard Waste Total S SO so SO so SO SO so
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Sludge Total S SO so SO so SO so so
SAon SO.OO so.oo 50.00 so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Total Waste Composting Cost
Totals SU sli so WJ
SAon saoo $0.00 $0.00 saoo $0.00 $0.00 saoo
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S so SO so so $0 so so
SAon so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LANOFILL
TotalS S13.644.639 S14.035.604 514.607,379 S15.413.776 S16.445.914 S17.109.943 S322.252.949
SAon *19.01 S19.11 $19.29 $19.18 $19.13 *19.10 $18.70
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Undiscourted otal
Totals *32,028,649 $32,885,870 $38,753,629 *46,722,645 $57,375,524 $85,338,639 $949,525,615
SAon 532.15 $32.92 $37.60 $43.08 $49.87 $54.70 saoo
S per household per month S9.23 $9.54 $11.29 $13.56 $16.51 $ia70 saoo
Cumuli trvo Oiscotrted
TotalS $442,258,335
SAon $19.63
S per household per month *8.10
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recycling 13%
Ben 14%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 27%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recycling 14%
Ban 11%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 26%
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IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban YW , Landfill Sludge
W A STE VO LU M E Y e a r __________ 1993____________ 1995 2000 200 5  2010 2013 Tctai
GENERATION
M SW 2.231,111 2.267.172 2.266.940 2.577.330 2.834.027 3.C06.926 53.166.612
Yard Waste 285 ,327 275 .096 283.002 275.857 270.239 266.357 5 532.351
Sewage Sludge 60.736 60.732 60,747 60.840 61 030 61 139 1 277 965
Total Amount of W aste ----------- 2 3 7 H 7 3 T - ""^ {S T O jo O l,l,nT S 1 * 5 3 5 ” ™ ‘— 37315,TJ23’......1 ad,2 /7 ,427
W TE Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psuedo-Total W aste  Disposal 2 ,603, b00 ■ "T T T U lB ffa ...... Z 0 w ;s s 5 ■ "3 ,7 ? S !2 3 ff 6 0 .2 7 /,4 2 /
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 3 72.479 3 80,972 400.911 444.928 498.799 535.625 3.146.025
Amount Excluded from Collection 285 .327 2 75 .096 283.002 275.857 270,239 266.957 4 653.553
Amount Comoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 1 919 .368 1.946.933 2.026.776 2.193 .750 2.396.258 2.532.441 46 -4 7  049
Total W aste  Managed “  " " E w y . w 2 ,603,000 i /1 0 ,^ B 9 3,165.296 ^ '3 3 5 : 0 2 3 " " 50,277.427
W A STE M ANAG EM ENT C O STS
CO LLECTION
M SW TotalS S12.828.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S23.950.490 S32.323.665 S38.694.693 S473.681 539
S/cu.yd. $5 .10 S5.26 S6.73 S8.39 S10.41 311 32 S3 <1
Yard W aste Totals SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
5/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Total W aste  Collection c o s t
Totals siz'aSft.Wtf i h , 473,97^ $23,950 ,490 " ‘$ 3 2 ,3 2 3 :6 0 5 "
S/cu.yd. 55 .10 $5.26 $6.73 $8.39 $10.41 $11.32 $8.11
RECYCLING
M SW Totals S 5.353.947 5 5 ,476.295 S6.321.085 S7.358.378 $8,605,944 39,454 003 S U 8.591  027
S/cu.yd. S14.37 S14.37 S15.77 S16.54 317.25 S 1 7 6 5 516.25
TRANSFER
TotalS SO SO SO SO 30 SO SO
S/cu. yd. $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
CO M PO STIN G
M SW Totals SO SO SO SO SO so so
S/cayd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO 00
Yard W aste Totals $0 SO SO so SO so so
S/cu-yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.CO
Sludge Totals $0 SO SO so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total W aste  Composting Cost
TotalS l b ...............JO .........  " W $0 ..............." " id ™ if f” w
S/cu.yd. so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00
W ASTE TO  ENERGY
Totals so so SO so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
Totals S13.844.639 S14,035.604 S14.607.379 S15.413.776 S16.445.914 S17.189.943 S322.252.949
S/cu.yd. S9.78 $9.83 S9.91 59.84 $9.00 39.62 $9.59
TOTAL SOLID W A S TE  M A NAG EM ENT CO ST
TotalS 532,026,648 $32,885,070 $38,753,629 548,722.845 $57,375,524 $65,338,639 $948,525,615
Vcu. yd. 512.43 $12.63 $14.30 $16.03 $19.13 $19.59 S325 98
S per household per month 59.23 $9.54 $11.29 $13.56 $16.51 $18.70 S274 71
Cumulative Discounted
Total S 5442,250,338
S/cu. yd. 87.34
S oer household per month 38.10
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V. Com post All
WASTE TONNAGE Year ' 993 1295 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 ai0.43S 338.255 395.521 364,268 1,009.674 18.536.310
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
142.663
50.927
137,548
50.924
141.501
50.938
137.929
51.021
135.119 
51 174
133.479 
51 265
2.916 425 
i 071 573
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residual Ash
996,129
0
398,509
0
I.QjtJ.WJ
0
1,084,470
0
4,i4o,3fio
0
i,164,4lfi
0
22.524.SC8
0
Psuedo-Total Waste Olsoosaf 996,129 598,908 4,630,6^2 1,684,4)6 US3.TS6' i2.524.Mfi
MANAGEMENT 
Amount Recycled 
A/mxrtf Excluded from Collection 
Amout Comoosted 
Amount to WTE 
Amount Landfilled
0
0
996.129
0
0
0
0
398.908
0
0
0
0
1.030.692
0
0
0
0
1.084,470
0
0
0
0
1.150.560
0
0
0
0
1.194,418
0
0
0
0
22.524 903
0
0
Total Waste Managed 3W.720 938,908 i.dM,Sfi2 i,6a4,4>d 1,156,560 1,194,418 ‘ 1.544, Mfi
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW
Yard Waste
Total Waste Collection Cost
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
Won
S12.328.C63
S13.57
SO
so.oo
S13.373.971
S14.11
SO
SO.OO
S17.825.165
S18.19
SO
SO.OO
523.950.490
523.18
SO
SO.OO
S32.323.665
S29.40
SO
so.oo
S38.694.693
S33.85
SO
so.oo
$478 681.639 
$22.31 
SO 
SO.OO
Total S 
S/ton
512,328,063
S13.57
Ji3.373.3J4
$14.11
' Ji7.315.TfiS'"
$18.19
J iS , f l5 W
$23.18
£32,323,6^5
$29.40
$38,694,693
$33.85
JW3,fifii'S3T
$22.31
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 
Won
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
TRANSFER
Total S 
SAon
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Total Waste Composting Cost
Total S
S/ton
Totals
Won
Total S
Won
S50.405.786
$50.60
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
S52.043.083
S52.10
so
SO 00 
so
SO 00
S62.134.331
S60.28
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
575,657.357
S69.76
SO
so.oo
$0
so.oo
592,914.912
S80.76
so
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
S105,320.284 
$86.18 
SO 
SO.OO 
$0 
$0.00
$1,523,041,303
S67.62
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00
Total S 
Won $50.60 $52.10
SSOT.JM
$60.28
J7S,557,35r"
$69.76
592,914,912
$80.76
$4051320,384
$88.18
!4.J2Um iM T
$67.62
WASTE TO ENERGY
Totals
Won
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
$0.00
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
LANOFILL
Totals
Won
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
$0
$0.00
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
so
SO.GC
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Unascounted
Totals 
Sit on
S per household per month
$63,233,849
$63.48
$18.22
$65,417,054
$65.49
$18.98
$79,959,496
$77.58
$23.30
$99,607,847
$91.85
$28.91
$125^238,577
$108.85
$36.03
$144,014,977
$120.57
$41.21
Total
52,001,722,942
$0.00
$0.00
Cumulative Discounted 
TotaiS 
Won
S per household per month
$915,432,255
$40.64
$12.62
Wettftf Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recycling 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 100%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 100%
Volume Reduction Achieved f %)
Recydng 0%
Ban 0%
Composing 100%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 100%
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REGIONAL COST 
V. C om post All
W A S TE  VO LU M E
G ENERATIO N
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
W T E  Residual Ash
Psueoo-Total W aste  Disposal
M ANAG EM ENT
Region!
Y e a r
2 .231.111
2 85 .327
60 .736
275.8533.002
60.747
5.832.851
30.848 61 030 t * 39 : 277 965
Z S W "5 3 5 3.TTO95 j  33 .0 *3
2.603,000 2,914.5352,710,5
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amoiffti Composted 2.577 .174 2.603.000 2.710.689 2 .914,535 3.165.296 3.335.023
Am ourtto  W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 0 0 0 (01 (01 0
Total W aste  Managed 2,^)77,174 2 .9 U .5 S 5 " T O T r
00
60.277.4270 10150.277.^ 7^
W A S TE  M ANAG EM EN T C O STS
C O LLECTIO N
M SW  TotalS S 12.828 .063  S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S 23.950.490 S32.323.665 338.694 693 S478.681.639
S/cu.yd. $ 5 .1 0  S5.26 36.73 $8 .39  $10.41 S 1 1 32 S8.11
Yard W aste  TotalS SO SO SO SO SO 30 $0
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO 30 00 SO.OO
Total W aste  Collection Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd. 55 .10
S i3 .373 .971
$5.26
' $17,925,165  
$6.73 58.39
$32,323,665
510.41
S3fi.6W .o63'""
311,82 58.11
RECYCLING
M SW TotalS
S/cu.yd.
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
so
30.00
SO
so.oo
SO
30.00
SO
30.00
so
so.oo
TRANSFER
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
so
so.oo
$0
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO 
SO 00
so
so.oo
CO M P O S TIN G
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sludge
Total W a ste  Composting Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S 50.405.786
$1 9 .5 6
SO
SO.OO
SO
$ 0 .0 0
$52,043,083
S19.99
SO
so.oo
so
SO.OO
$62,134,331
322.92
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
$75,657 ,357
S25.96
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
S92.914.912
S29.35
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
S105.320.284  
S31 58  
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
S1.523.041.303
525.27
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
J&0,4O 5^8d
$ 1 9 .5 6
55 2 .0 4 3 .0 8 i
519.99
'S H T iW .M T '
322.92
i7d .5S 7.3S 7
$25.96
$ 9 2 ,9 U ,§ i2
529.35
iif l3 .3 2 B .2 W
531.58
51,523,0 4 i,3 0 3  
$25.27
W A S TE  TO  EN ER G Y
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
so
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
TOTAL SO LID  W A S T E  M ANAG EM ENT CO ST
TotalS 5 6 3 .233 .849 565,417.054 579,959.496 599,607.847 5125.238 ,577 5144,014.977 52,001.722.942
S/cu. yd. 524.54 525.13 $29.50 534.18 539.57 543.18 S687.11
S per household per month
Cumulative Discounted 
TotalS  
S/cu. yd.
S oer household per month
318 .22
$915 ,432 ,255
$ 1 5 .1 9
312 .62
518.98 $23.30 $28.91 536.03 541.21 S579.03
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REGIONAL COST Regionl
VI. Transfer to Woodside (Continue Landfilling All Wastes)
WASTE TONNAGE Year 1593 1995 :ooo 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310,436 838.255 895.521 964.268 1,009,674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 142.663 137.543 141.501 137,929 135.119 133 479 2.916.425
Sewage Sludge 50.927 50.924 50 936 51,021 51 174 51 2S5 1 071.573
Tola) Amount of Waste ' 398,1 M " ^ 1JU"398.903l,’u 1,030.652 1,(384,470'' 1,156,566 1,194.418
WTE Residual Asn 0 0 0 0 0 3 0
Psuedo-Total Waste Cisoosai ' 336,129 1-030.692 '1150:566 " ' i . i f td iils - 22U524M
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount tancfiOed 396.129 998.908 1 030.692 1.084.470 1.150.561 1.194.418 22.524.908
Total Waste Managed 996,129 39^.908 1,150,561 1,194,418 21324,955
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Total S S12.328.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 $23,950.490 S32.323.665 S28.634 693 S478.681.639
SAon $13.57 $14 11 S18.19 S23.18 S29.40 $33.85 S22.31
Yard Waste Total S $0 SO SO SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total Waste Coleaion Cost
Total S i \ 1828.063 i13.573.971 $17,325,165 $23,956,490 $32,323,695 *39,644.633 U7a.69i.639
SAon $13.57 S14.11 $18.19 S23.18 $29.40 $33.85 S22J1
RECYCLING
MSW Total S SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO
TRANSFER
Total S S17.464.779 S18.538.970 S22.049.344 S26.753.508 S32.756.776 S37.072.149 S534.388.184
SAon S17.53 S18.56 S21.39 S24.67 S28.47 S31.04 S23.72
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yard Waste Total S SO so SO SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge Total S SO so so SO SO so SO
SAon SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total Waste Composting Cost
Total S “  — s i r ----------------i i r -------- j g - ----------------K T ,w” — v r -n r “  ......W"
SAon $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S so so so so so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS S15.201.69O S15.440.564 S16.221.267 S17.2S7.438 S18.602.529 S19.562.234 S357.416.420
SAon S15.28 S15.46 S15.74 S15.92 $16.17 $16.38 S15.87
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
lJ Miscounted iotal
TotaJS $45,494,532 $47,353,525 $56,095,776 $87,971,435 $83,682,970 $35,329,076 $1,370,488,243
SAon $45.67 $47.41 $54.43 $62.68 $72.73 $79.81 $0.00
S per household per month $13.11 $13.74 $16.35 $19.73 $24.07 $27.28 $0.00
Cumulative Discounted
TotalS $634,719,130
SAon $28.18
S per household per month $8.75
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recydng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 0%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recydng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting OH
WTE OH
TOTAL 0%
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REGIONAL COST, : Regionl
VI. T ran s fe r to  W oodside (C ontinue  Landfilling All W as tes )
W A S T E  VO LU M E Y e ar 2005
G EN ER A TIO N
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
W T E  Residual Asn
P sueooTotai W aste  Disposal
M A NAG EM ENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Comoo sted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount LandfiSed 
Total W aste Managed
2.231.111
2B5.327
60.736
0 0 0 0
2.577.174
2.267,172
275.096
60.732
0 0 0 0
2.603.000
283.002
60.747
0 0 0 0
2.710.689
275.857
50.848
0 0 0 0
2,914 535  C33T"
270.239 266.957
51.030 61.139
3.165.296 3.335.023-HOT8— r a w
53.166,612
5.832.851
1.277.965
0000
6 0 .277,427
60,277,427
W A S TE  M ANAG EM ENT CO STS
COLLECTION
MSW TotalS S12.828.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S23,950.490 S32.323.665 S38.694.693 5478,681.639
S/cu.yd. S5.10 S5.26 36.73 S8.39 S10.41 $11.82 S8.11
Yard Waste TotalS SO SO so SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO 30.00 SO.OO so.oo
Total Waste Cotecaon Cost
TotalS M1:928,A63 ' ’fl4,d73,0N 517.825,165 $23,9^6,490 $3Z3^3,664 $38,^84,693 $478,681,638
S/cu.yd. $5.10 $5.28 $8.73 $8.39 $10.41 $11.82 $8.11
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
TRANSFER
TotalS S17.464.779 $18,538 970 S22.049.344 S26.753.503 S32.756.776 S37.072.149 $534,388,184
S/Cu.yd. S8.91 S9.43 $11.03 S12.53 S14.24 S 15.37 S12.02
COMPOSTING
MSW TotalS SO so SO so SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Yard Waste TotalS SO SO SO SO SO so SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Sludge TotalS so SO SO so SO so SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Total Waste Composting Cost
TotalS so 'Sfl ' '  so1 $0 5 tr -  i j t r
S/cu.yd. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS so so so $0 so so SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
LANDFILL
TotalS S15.201.690 S 15.440.584 S16.221.267 S17.267.438 s 18.602.529 S19.562334 5357,416.420
S/cu.yd. S7.79 S7.89 $3.03 $8.12 53.23 58.33 $8.09
TOTAL SOUQ WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
TotalS $45,494,532 $47,353,525 $50,085,776 $07,971,435 $83,08*970 $95,329,070 $1,370,400,243
S/cu, yd. $17.85 S1&10 $20.69 $23.32 $28.44 $28.58 $471.45
S per household per month
Curnuatrve Discounted 
TotalS  
S/cu. yd.
S Der household per month
$13,11
$634,719,190
$10.53
$8.75
$13,74 $16.35 $18.73 $24.07 $27.28 $396.47
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REGIONAL COST Regionl
VII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge)
WASTE TONNAGE Y ear 1993 1995 :ooo 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310.436 338.255 895.521 954.268 1.009.674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 142.563 137,548 141.501 137.929 135.119 133.479 2.916.425
Sewage Stage 50.927 50.924 50.936 51.021 51.174 51.265 1 071,573
Total Amount of Waste 996.129 1,030,692 1,084,470 1,150,560 u s u r r ’  " " "" S O T '.O T
WTE Retuduai Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Psuedo-Total Waste Oisposal 93^29 938,908 W &W /b "u a W liU UiU.i'iU
MANAGEMENT
Amoirt Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155,821 164,571 2.949.031
Amount Excluded from Coflection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0
Amotrt to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount lanofiled 870.813 371.835 898.698 941.699 994740 1.029.846 19.575.875
Total Waste Managed 998,908 1,030,692 1,^84,470 1,150,5^ 1 u w , < a r 21424,365
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Total S S12.828.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S23.950.490 S32.323.665 S38.694.693 S478.681.639
SAon S15.65 S16.29 S21.03 S26.89 $34.26 S39.54 S25.87
Yard Waste TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total Waste Coflecnon Cost
TotalS .... H ifiSfl.flfiT' S 1 /,s il l6 5 S2i,§50,490 UOT.SSS $38,694,693 y7S,6S<i.S3§
SAon $15.65 $16.29 $21.03 $26.89 $34.26 $39.54 $25.87
RECYCLING
MSW Total S S5.353.947 S5.476.295 S6.321.085 • S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
SAon S42.73 $43.10 $47.89 551.54 $55.23 $57.45 $50.39
TRANSFER
TotalS S15.235.885 S16.146.308 S19.180.782 S23.174.229 S28.247.223 S31.879.143 S462.914.639
SAon S17.50 $18.52 S21.34 S24.61 523.40 $30.96 S23.65
COMPOSTING
MSW Totals SO SO so SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yard Waste TotalS $0 so SO SO SO SO $0
SAon $0.00 $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0.00
Stage TotalS SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO
SAon SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0.00
Total Waste Composting Cost
TotalS ■ lb to SO " ib Sfl *u
SAon $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 saoo
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S so so SO so so SO so
SAon so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo
LANDFILL
Total S S13.259.020 S13.462.234 S14.139.551 S15.030.917 S16.163.247 $16,973,910 $311,137,805
SAon $15.23 $15.44 S15.73 $15.98 $16.25 S16.48 $15.89
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
unoiscounted
TotalS $46,878,914 $48,458,808 $57,466,582 $69,514,014 $83,340,079 $97,001,749 $1,401,323,109
S/Ion $46.86 S4&51 $55.76 $64.10 $74,17 $81.21 saoo
S per household per month S13.45 $14.08 $16.75 $20.17 $24.55 $27.76 saoo
Cumulative Discounted
TotalS $649,761,976
Sion $2a85
S per household per montft $8.96
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
RecycSng 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 13%
Volume Reduction AcNeved (%)
Recycling 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 14%
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R E G IO N A L C O S T ' R eg io n l
VII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyciabies, Landfill YW and Sludge)
W A STE VOLUM E
GENERATION
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
W TE  Residual Ash
Psueoo-Total W aste  Disposal
MANAGEMENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Am oint Composted 
AmoLTtto W TE  
Amount Landfilled
Total W aste Managed
Y e a r
2.231,117
372.479000
:.zo* 695
2.366.940
275.096
60.732
275,857
50.848
270.239
51.030
266.95
51.139
5,532.85183.002
50.736 50 747— T&rm 2 ,603.000  0 2.710, OTT727
380.972000
2.028
400.911000
2.309.778
444.928000
2.469.607
2,?ld,sss " L S i i ^ T
498.799000
2.666.497Traresrr
535.625000
2.799,398
9.146.025000
51.131 402"ra ro r
W A STE M ANAGEM ENT C O STS
COLLECTION
M SW TotatS S12.328.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S23.950.490 S32.323.665 S 38.694.693 S478.631.639
S/cu.yd. S5.10 S5.26 S6.73 $8.39 $10.41 $11.82 S8.11
Yard W aste TotalS SO $0 SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total W aste Collection Cost
TotalS 538,694,693
S/cu.yd. 55.10 35.26 56.73 58.39 510.41 511.82 $8.11
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 55.353.947 S5.476.295 S6.321.085 S7.353.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
S/cu.yd. S14 37 $14 37 $15.77 S16.54 S17.25 S17.65 S16.25
TRANSFER
Totals S15.235.885 S16.146.308 S19.180.782 S23,174.229 S28.247.223 S 31.879.143 S462.914.639
S/cu.yd. S8.89 S9.41 S11.01 S12.50 S14.20 S15.32 511.98
CO M PO STIN G
M SW Total S SO SO so SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yard W aste Total S SO so SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge TotalS SO so $0 SO SO SO so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo
Total W aste  Composting Cost
Totals SO 50 io £0 50 SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 saoo
W A STE TO  EN ERG Y
TotalS so SO SO SO so SO so
$/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS S13.259.020 513 .462.234 S14,139,551 S15.030.917 S16.163.247 S 16.973.910 S311.137.805
S/cu.yd. S7.80 $7.91 S8.05 S8.16 $8.30 $8.41 S8.13
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
TotalS 546,676,814 548,458.808 $57,466,582 569,514.014 585.340,079 597,001,749 51.401.325,109
S/cu. yd. 518.11 518.62 521.20 523.85 526.96 529.09 $482.18
S per household per month
Cumufaiive Discounted 
TotalS  
S/cu. yd.
S per household oer month
513.45
5648.761.978
510.78
58.96
514.06 516.75 520.17 524.55 527.76 $405.40
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REGIONAL GOST Regionl
VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge)
WASTE TONNAGE Y ear 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW (302.539 310.436 338.255 995.521 964.268 1.009.674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
142.663
S0.927
137.548
50.924
141,501
50.936
137.929
51.021
135.119
51.174
133.479
51.265
2.916,425
1.071.573
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residua) Ash
396,129
0
4 9 0 3 3
0 0
1.084.470
0
"" V15IE3M
0 0 0
Psuedo-Total Weste Disposal 396,129 990.308 1,030,692 i,flW,47B — ' T U U M "  u m ,4 is " 22.524.S08
MANAGEMENT 
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Composted 
Amotrfl to WTE 
Amelia Landfilled
125.311
0
193.590
0
577.228
127.073
0
188,472
0
683.364
131.594
0
192.437
0
706.261
142.771
0
188.950
0
752.749
155.821
0
186.293
0
808.447
164,571
0
184.744
0
845.103
2.949.031
0
3.987.999
0
15.587.879
Total Waste Managed 396,129 499,398 1.MJUS2 1,084.4/0 1,150,561 1,194,418
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW
Yard Waste
Total Waste Collection Cost
TotalS 
Mon 
Total S 
Mon
S12.820.063 
S1894 
S4,576.516 
$32.08
S13.373.971
S19.57
S4.686.336
S34.07
S17.825.165 
$25 24 
S5.413.084 
S38.25
S23,950.490 
$31.82 
S6.298.750 
S45.67
S32.323.665
S39.98
S7.359.969
S54.47
S38.694.693
S45.79
S8.080.837
$60.54
S478.681.639
S30.71
S127.146.978
S43.60
Tctai S 
S/ton
St/,404,579 
$21.23
$18,060,467
$22.00 $27.41
$30,249,240
$33.96
539,683.634
$42.06
u w w a a
$47.80 $32.74
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 
Mon
S5.353.947
S42.73
55.476.295
S43.10
S6.321.085
$47.89
S7.358.378
S51.54
S8.605.944
$55.23
S9.454.003
S57.45
S148.591.027
$50.39
TRANSFER
Total S 
Mon
S12.681.289
S18.73
S13.432.974
S19.66
S15.938.365
$22.57
S19.235.526
S25.55
S23.424.007
S28.97
S26,422.676 
S31.27
S364.440.936
S24.66
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Total Waste Composting Cost
Total S
Mon
TotalS
Mon
TotalS
Mon
SO 
SO.OO 
S3.633.558 
S25.47 
S 1.298.902 
S25.51
SO
SO.OO
S3.608.832
$26.24
S1.337.016
S26.28
SO
SO.OO
$4,290,968
S30.32
S1.546.244
$30.36
SO
SO.OO
S4.840.111
S35.09
S1.791.353
$35.11
$0
SO.OO
S5.487.645
$40,61
S2.078.690
S40.62
SO
SO.OO
S5.918.366
544.34 
SZ273.078
544.34
SO
SO.OO
S97.808.064
S33.54
$36,107,675
$33.70
Total S 
Mon $25.48 ' $26.24
" " O T W I "
$30.33
’ 'W S U f iT ™
$35.10 $40.62 $44.34
" " W O T I S W
$33.58
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS
Mon
SO
$0.00
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
LANDFILL
Total S 
Mon
S10.751.938
S15.88
S10.931.270
S16.00
S11.470.670
S16.Z4
S12.239.141
$16.26
S13.226.824
S16.36
$13,940,775
S16.50
S253.359.372
$16.25
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Unai secure ea
Total S 
Mon
S per house hold per month
$51,124,210
$511.32
$14.73
$52,846,693
$52.90
$15.34
$62,805,578
$60.94
$18.30
$75,713,750
$89.82
$21.97
592,506,744
$80.40
$26.61
$104,784,429
$87.73
$29.99
otal
$1,526,135,692
saoo
saoo
Cumulative Discounted 
TotalS 
Mon
S per household per month
$709,088,294
$31.48
$9.78
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Rocycflng 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 19%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 32%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recycling 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 13%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 26%
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VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW  and Sludge)
W A S TE  VO LU M E Y e a r
GENERATIO N
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
'WTE Residual Asti
Psueoo-Totai W aste  Disposal
M ANAGEM ENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amotrrt Composted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount landfilled 
Total W aste  Managed
2.231,111 2.257.172 2.366,940 ,834.027 53.166.612
285.327 5.832.85175.096
60.732
283.002 275.857 270.239 266.957
51,030 61,139 1.277.96560.747 60.848
2.M3.000 4/10,688
372 .478  380.9720 0
3 46 .063  335.8280 0
1.858.633 1.886.200"intm------------
400.9120
343.7490
1 966.028
444.928 498.799 535,625
0 0 0
336.705 331.269 328.097
0 0 0
2 132.902 2.335 .228 2.471.30129U.M5 M&W OT5MJT
9,146,0250
7.110.8180
44 020.584“TOTOT
W A STE MANAG EM ENT CO STS
C O LLECTIO N
M S W
Yard W aste
T otal W aste  CoSecaon Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
$12,828 ,063  
S5.75  
54.576.516  
S16.04
S 13,373.971  
$5.90  
S 4.686.336  
S17.04
S17.825.165
S7.53
S5.413.084
$19.13
523 .950.490
S9.29
S6.298.750
$22.83
S 32.323.665
S11.41
S7.359.969
S27.24
S38.694.693
S12.87
S 8.080.837
$30.27
$478,681,639
S9.00
$127,146,978
521.80
TotalS
S/cu.yd. 58 .92
i-15 ,0^6,307  
57.10 S8.77
530,249 ,240
510.60
$3d,ddd.t&4
512.78
W O T 5 3 M  "
514.29
5605.828.61^
510.27
RECYCLING
M SW TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S5.3 53 ,947  
$14 .37
S5.476.295
S14.37
S6.321.085
$15.77
S7,358.378  
$16.54
S 8.605.944
$17.25
S9.454.003
S17.65
S148.591.027
$16.25
TRANSFER
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
S12.681.289
S7.55
S 13 .432.974  
S7.99
S15.938.365
S9.30
S19.235.526
S10.58
S23.424.007
$12.02
S 26.422.676
$12.98
S384.440.936
S10.15
C O M PO STIN G
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sludge
Total W aste  Composting Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
SO
SO.OO
S 3.633.558
S28.77
S1.298.902
$21.39
SO 
SO.OO 
S 3.608.832  
S30.15  
S 1.337.016  
$22.01
SO
so.oo
S4.290.966  
S34.29 
S 1.546.244  
S25.45
SO
SO.OO
$4,840,111
S40.38
$ 1 ,791,353
$29.44
SO
SO.OO
S 5.487.645
$47.54
S2.078.690
S34.06
SO
SO.OO
S5.918.366
S 5 Z 4 4
S2.273.078
$37.18
SO
SO.OO
S97.808.064
$38.45
$36,107,675
$ 2 8 2 5
TotalS
S/cu.yd. ' S14.25 $14.73 516.98
S M S i-W T "
519.70 5 2 2 8 4 524.97
" X1W.8U.HB" 
siass
W A S T E  TO  ENERG Y
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S10.751.936
S7.S4
S 10.931.270
S8.00
S11.470.670
S8.12
$12,239,141
S 8 .I3
S13.226.824
$8.18
S13.940.775
S8.25
S253.359.372
S8.13
TOTAL S O U Q  W A S TE  M ANAG EM ENT CO ST
TotalS 551,124.210 552,846.893 562,805,578 575,713.750 $92,506,744 $104,784,429 $1,526,135,692
S/cu. yd. 519.94 520.30 523.17 $25.98 $29.23 $31.42 $525.34
S per household per month
C unuattve  Discounted 
Total $
S/cu. yd.
S per household per month
514.73
5709,098.294
511.76
59.78
515.34 519.30 $21.97 $26.61 $29.98 S441.52
REGIONAL COST Regionl
IX. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge)
W ASTE TONNAGE Y e a r__________ 1993 1995 2000 Z005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
802.539
142.663
50,927
810.436
137.548
50.924
838,255
141.501
50,936
395,521
137.929
51.021
964,268
135.119
51,174
1.009,674
133,479
51.265
18.536.910
2.916.425 
1 071 573
Totai Amount of Waste 396.12& ' "998 Mb' ' ” 4,036.695' 4,0ft4.4?fl l.iitl.iS b ..... il5M.9ofi
WTE Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0
Psuedo-Total Waste Oisposai 396.129 9 9 i ® r V .b M tW 1,150,560 n r a i. -M T iZ u . m *
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.821 164,571 Z949.031
Amount Excluded from Collection 142.663 137,548 141.501 137.929 135.119 133.473 2.341.777
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount LanoflBed 728.155 734 287 757.197 803.770 859.620 896.368 17 234 098
Total Waste Managed 355,159 " "  US'.Sfl? 1,030.692 4,?®W7ti 1,150,560 4,194,-ilk M J i . & a r
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW TotalS S12.828.063 S13.373.971 S17.825.165 S23.950.490 S32.223.665 S38.6S4.693 S478.681.639
Mon S18.94 S19.57 S25.24 S31.82 S39.98 S45.79 S29.62
Yard Waste TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
Mon SO.OO 50.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Totai Waste Coflection Cost
TotalS i42.828.06:} ""W C T W l ‘" T O S S . W HW 5tU5d i32.329.dfi5 $38,6^4.69^ $4y&£&l.639
Mon $18.94 $19.57 $25.24 $31.82 $39.98 $45.79 $29.62
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS S5.353.947 S5.476.295 S6.321.085 S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9,454.003 S148.591.027
Mon S42.73 $43.10 S47.89 S51.54 S55.23 557.45 550.39
TRANSFER
TotalS S13.082.174 S13.958.232 S16.581.249 S20.280.618 $25,015,569 S28.428.804 S415.766.372
Mon $17.97 S19.01 S21.90 S2S.23 S29.10 S31.72 S24.12
COMPOSTING
MSW TotalS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
Mon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0 00 SO.OO
Yard Waste TotalS so SO SO $0 $0 so so
Mon so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo
Sludge TotalS so $0 SO SO $0 SO so
Mon $0.00 so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
Total Waste Comoosdng Cost
TotalS Sfl so su $6 ................. $11 SU a r
Mon saoo saoo saoo saoo $0.00 saoo saoo
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS so so SO so so so SO
Mon so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS $11,551,562 S11.742.528 $12,314,302 S13.120.700 $14,152,838 S14.896.866 S274.C98.340
Mon S15.86 S15.99 S16.26 $16.32 S16.46 $16.62 $1590
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Unascotneo iota!
TotalS $42,815,747 $44,551,026 $53,041,801 $64,710,186 530,098,016 $91,474,367 $1,317,137,378
Mon $42.98 $44.60 $51.46 $59.67 $69.62 $76.58 saoo
S per household per month $12.34 S12.93 $15.46 $18.78 $23.04 $28.18 $0.00
Cumulative (Discounted
Total $ 1511,-167,735
Mon $27.15
S per household per month $8A3
Weight Reduction Achieved (54)
year 1993
Recydng 1384
Ban 1444
Composting 054
WTE 0%
TOTAL 2744
Volume Reduction Achieved (94)
Recydng 14%
Ban 11%
Composting 0%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 26%
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IX. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge)
W A STE VO LUM E
GENERATION
M SW
Yarq W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
W TE  Residual Ash
Psuedo-Totat W aste  Cisoosai
MANAGEMENT  
Amount Recycled 
A m ouit Excluded from Collection 
Am om t Composted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount Lancfiled 
Total W aste Managed
Year
.231.111
285.327
60.736
372.479
285.32700
« 919.363ivrm
2.267.172
275.096
50.732
,,5.eo3.oW
330.972
275.09600
1.946.933
-5.MJ.flW
2.366.940
2B3.002
60.747
2.577.830
275.857
60.848
400.911 
283.002 0 0
2.026.776 ________
'"2.710,509 2TOSSS
444.92B
275.85700
193.750
270.239
61.030
i rflU53r™ t.tsssjb'
498.799
270.23900
2.396.258
3.006.926
266.957
61,139
0 0
535.625
266.95700
2.532.441
 3 3 B T
5.332.851 
1 277 965
9.146.025
4,633.55300
46 447 849 
30,277, 7 T T
W ASTE M ANAGEM ENT C O STS
CO LLECTION
M SW Total S 312.328.063 S13.373.971 S 17.825.t65 S23.950.490 S32.323.665 S 38.694.693 S478.631.639
S/cu.yd. S5.10 S5.26 S6.73 $8.39 S10.41 S11.82 S8.11
Yard W aste Total S SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total W aste Collection Cost
TotalS _ 5 i i ,0 2 d .0 6 i" 1 513,373,971 “ S O T O T T " i s s w a r i r o m s s — ^478,68^,^39
S/cu.yd. S5.10 55.28 56.73 53.39 $10.41 511.92 S8.11
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 35.353.947 S5.476.295 S6.321.085 S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 $148,591,027
S/cu.yo. S14.37 S14.37 S15.77 S16.54 S17.25 S17.65 S16.25
TRANSFER
TotalS 313.082.174 S13.958.232 S16.581.249 S20.280.618 $25,015,569 $28,428,804 S415.766.372
S/cu.yd. S9.13 S9.66 S11.29 S12.82 S14.55 S15.70 S1Z22
CO M PO STIN G
M SW Total S SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO saoo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yarq W aste Total S 30 SO SO so SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge TotalS SO SO SO so SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO
Total W aste  Composting Cost
Total S " SO 50 ia ■ S0" 50 id ■""ifl1"
S/cu.yd. so.oo 50.00 SO.OO $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 saoo
W A S TE  TO  ENERGY
Total S so SO SO so SO so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
Tota ls S11.551.562 S11.742.528 S t2 .314.30Z S13.120.700 $14,152,838 S 14.896.866 S274.C98.340
S/cu.yd. S8.16 S8.23 $8.36 S8.38 S8.43 $8.51 S8.16
TOTAL SO LID  W A S TE  M A N A G E M E N T COST
TotalS $42,815,747 544,551 .028 $53,041,801 $64,710,186 $80,088,016 $91,474,337 $1,317,137,378
S/cu. yd. 516.61 $17.12 519.57 $22.20 $25.31 $27.43 $453.35
S per household per month
Cumulative Discounted 
TotalS  
S/cu. yd.
S per household oer month
$12.34
5611,407,735
$10.14
$8.43
$12.93 $15.46 $18.78 $23.04 $26.18 S381.06
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X. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, WTE for Remainder
WASTE TONNAGE Y ea r 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310.436 338,255 595.521 964.268 1.009.674 18.536.910
Yard Waste 142.663 137.548 141.501 137 929 135,119 133.479 2.916.425
Sewage Sludge 50.927 50.924 50.936 51.021 51.174 51.265 1.071.573
Total Amount of Waste 996,129 366,666 US6.S51 i,Q UA1b 1,150.560 H524.S6S
'WTE Residual Ash 130,623 130.775 134.805 141.255 149.211 154 477 2.936.382
Psuedo-Total Waste Oisoosai 1,126,752 1,129,£& "ITM .4S 7 "2 M ; y 7 r 25,46i'^§^
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 125,311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.821 164,571 2.949.031
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 370.819 371.B35 898.698 941.699 994.740 1,029.847 19.575.878
Amount Lanoflled 130.623 130,775 <34 805 141.255 149.211 154.477 2.936.382
Total Waste Managed 1,129.dfli W&5.497 1 ,5 5 05 5 U W N 1,348.895 15,461.296
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Tofal S S12.828.063 S13,373.971 S17.825.165 S23,950.490 S32.323.665 $38,694,693 S478.681.639
Mon S15.65 S16.29 $21.03 S26.89 S34.26 S39.54 S25.87
Yard Waste TotalS SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO
Mon SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
Tofal Waste Collection Cost
TolalS ' ' " J O T lf l f iJ ” 5*11373.571 M 7,B5H 65 £23,950,436 $32.^23,665 $ 3 8 ,6 9 4 ,^
Mon S15.65 $16.29 $21.03 $26.89 $34.26 $39.54 $25.87
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS S5.353.947 S5,476.295 S6.221.085 S7.358.378 S8.605.944 S9.454.003 S148.591.027
Mon S42.73 $43.10 S47.89 551.54 S55.23 S57.45 S50.39
TRANSFER
TctaJS SO SO SO SO SO SO SO
Mon SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO $0.00 so.oo SO.OO $0.00
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S SO SO SO SO so SO SO
Mon SO.OO SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO so.oo $0.00 $0.00
Yard Waste TotalS so SO SO $0 so SO SO
Mon $0.00 SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO $0.00
Sludge TotalS so SO so so so SO SO
Mon so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO $0.00
Total Waste Comoosttng Cost
TotalS SO ib W £U Iff W
Mon so.oo S0.00 saoo saoo saoo saoo saoo
WASTE TO ENERGY
Total S $51,430.399 S53.115.519 S56.703.455 S58,460.608 S57.457.088 S54,417.156 $1,181,674,706
Mon $59.06 $60,92 $63.10 S62.10 S57.76 S5Z84 S60.38
LANOFILL
TotalS S2.341.937 S2.372.417 $2,474,017 S2.607.722 $Z777.570 $2,899,171 $54,085,427
Mon S17.93 S18.14 S18.35 S16.46 S18.62 $18.77 $18.42
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
una scounied iotai
TotalS $71,954,346 $74,338,203 $83,323,722 $92,397,198 $101,164,268 $105,465,023 $1,863,032,799
SAon S 72.23 $74.42 $80.84 $85.20 $87.93 $8a30 $0.00
S per household per month S20.73 $21.57 $24.28 $26.82 $29.10 $30.18 $0.00
Cumulative Discounted
Total S 5308,174,050
Mon $40.32
S per household per month $12.52
Weight Reduction Achieved (%)
year 1993
Recycling 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 74%
TOTAL 87%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%)
Recydng 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
WTE 77%
TOTAL 92%
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X. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, W TE for Remainder
W A S T E V O L U M E Y e ar
GENERATIO N
M SW
Yarn W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of W aste  
W TE  Residual Asn
Psuedo-Total W aste Oisoosai
285.327
60.736‘Timm*
217 705
2.267.172
275.096
60.732
283,002
60.747
!.577.830 2.834 027 3.006.926 53.166.612
275,857 270.239 266.957 5.832.851
60.848 61.030 61.139 1.277.965
[,914,535 3,165,295 3[33!m j23
2 3 5 4 2 5 248.685 257 462 4 893.972
MANAGEMENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from CoJectloo 
Amount Ccmoosted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount lancflflea
Total W aste  Managed
37 2 .4 7 900
2,204.695
217.705
380.97200
2.222.029
217.959
400.91100
2,309.778
2 2 4 6 7 5
" " lO w lt t fa " ‘" " ’ SaaoiflBO™ "5.335.384 ‘
444.928
00
2.469.607
235.425
498.799
0
0
2.665.497  
248 685
535,625
00
2.799.398  
257 462
9,146.02500
51,131,399  
4 893 972
W A S TE  M ANAG EM ENT COSTS
CO LLECTIO N
M SW
Yard W aste
Total W esie  Cotecuon Cost
R ECYCLING
MSW
TRANSFER
C O M P O S TIN G
M SW
Sludge
Total W aste  Composting Cost
W A S TE  TO  ENERG Y
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/fcu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotaJS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S 12.828 .063  S13.373.971
$ 5 .1 0  S5.26
SO SO
SO.OO SO.OO
$5.10
S5.353.947
S14.37
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00
so
so.oo
—sr
saoo
$51,430,399
$23.33
S2.341.937  
S10.76
$5.26
S5.476.295
$14.37
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
SO50.00
S17.825.165
36,73
SO
SO.OO
$8.73
S6.321.085
$15.77
S23.950.490
58.39
SO
SO.OO
S7.358.378
$16.54
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
SO50.00
S32.323.665
S10.41
SO
so.oo
$10.41
S8.605.944
S17.25
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
S33.694.693  
S11.82  
SO
so.oo
S9.454.003
S17.65
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
— sr$0.00 —w$0.00 5Q~$0.00 — ST$0.00 JO$0.00
S478.681.639
S8.11
SO
so.oo
$8.11
S148.591.027
S16.25
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
SO50.00
S53.115.519 S56.703.455
S23.90 $24.55
S58.480.608 S57.457.088 S54.417.156
S23.68 S21.55 S19.44
$2,372,417
$10.88
S2.474.017
$11.01
$2,607,722
$11.08
S2.777.570
$11.17
S2.899.171
$11.26
—5JT$0.00
S 1.181.674.706 
S23.11
S54.085.427
$11.06
TOTAL SO LID  W A S TE  M ANAGEM ENT C O ST
TotalS $71,954,348 574,338.203 $83,323,722 $92,397,189 $101,164,288 $105,465,023 $1,863.032799
S/cu.yd. $27.92 $28.56 $30.74 $31.70 $31.96 $31.62 $647.21
S per household per month $20.73 $21.57 $24.28 $26.82 $29.10 $30.18 $539.29
Cumulative Discounted
Total S $908,174,088
S/cu. yd. $15.07
S per housenold per month $12.52
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REGIONAL COST;: Regionl:
XI. Recycle 25% o f Recyclables, C om post Y W  and Sludge, W TE for Rem ainder
W ASTE TONNAGE Y e a r 1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW 802.539 310,436 338.255 395.521 964,268 1.009.674 18,536.910
Yard W a«g 142,663 137.548 141.501 137.929 135,119 133.479 2.916.425
Sewage Sludge 50,927 50.924 50.936 51.021 51 174 51.265 1 071 573
Total Amount of Waste 398,308 “ ^,030^692 1.150,560 1;i  94,418 '........... 72,51X30*
W TE Residual Ash 101,534 102.505 105.939 112.912 121.2 67 126.765 2.338.182
PsuedoTotai Waste Disposal ...... 1.101.413' 1,136.531 i . 271.a2a ' . ......... 24,563.050
MANAGEMENT  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Coflectjon 
Amount Comoosted 
A m o u tto  W TE
125.311
0
193.590
677.228
127.073
0
188.472
683.364
131,994
0
192,437
706.261
142.771
0
188.950
752.749
155.821
0
186.293
608,447
164.571
0
184.744
845,103
2.949.031
0
3.987.999
15.587.879
Am out Unaflied 101.584 102.505 105.939 112.912 121 267 126.765 2.338.181
Total Waste Managed 1,097,713 U 0 M $ 3 U J6 .S 31 • l . iS / . i t a " T 3 7 U 2 7 1 . i2 1 ,- i i i
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW Total S 
M on
S12.828.063
518.94
S13.373.971
S19.57
S17.825.165
S25.24
$23,950,490
$31.82
S32.323.S65
$39.98
S38.694.693
S45.79
$478,681,633
S30.71
Yard Waste
Total Waste Colection Cost
TotalS
M on
S4.S76.516
S32.08
S4.686.336
S34.07
S5.413.084
$38.25
S6.298.750
$45.67
$7,359,969 
S54 47
S8.080.837
$60.54
$127,146,978
S43.60
Total S 
M on
$•17,404,579
521.23
51S,flStUto7
$22.00
si!j(iiS,249
$27.41 $33.96
iii.683.6 ii
542.06
'" UBT?5,538™
$47.80
S605.828.61 f 
$32.74
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS
M on
S5.353.947
S42.73
S5.476.295
S43.10
S6.321.085
$47.89
S7.358.378
$51.54
$8,605,944
S55.23
$9,454,003
$57.45
S148.591.027
$50.39
TRANSFER
Total S 
M on
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
$0
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Total Waste Corroostfng Cost
TotalS
M on
TotalS
M on
TotalS
M on
so
so.oo
S3.633.558 
S25.47 
S1.298.902 
525.51
so
so.oo
S3.608.832
S26.24
S1.337.016
$26.26
SO
so.oo
S4.290.966
S30.32
$1,546,244
$30.36
SO
$0.00
S4.840.111
S35.09
S1.791.353
S35.11
so
so.oo
S5.487.S45
540.61 
S2.078.690
540.62
SO
so.oo
$5,910,366
$44.34
$2,273,078
$44.34
SO
$0.00
$97,808,064
S33.54
$36,107,675
S33.70
TotalS
M on
$4,1*32,460
$25.48
U ,!U 5 ,!U y
$26.24
$5 ,1 ^ .2 0 9
$30.33
S K ,G !iU U
$35.10 $40.62 $44.34 $3158
W ASTE TO  ENERGY
TotalS
M on
S47.678.454
$70.40
$49,282,981
S72.12
S53.126.632
$75.22
S56.114.269
$7455
S57.502.170
$71.13
S56.724.934
$67.12
$1,136,040,634
572.88
IA N O FIIL
TotalS
M on
S1.898.560
S18.69
$1,925,463
$18-78
S2.006.370
$18.94
S2.121.640
$18.79
S2.269.794
S18.72
$2,376,884
$18.75
$44,005,083
$18.82
TOTAL SOLID W ASTE M A NAG EM ENT C O ST
un a  scouted
Totals
M on
S per household per month
577,268,000
$77.57
$22.27
$79,630,893
$79.78
$23.12
$90,529.546 
$87.83 
$26.38
$102,475,091
$94.49
$29.74
5115,627.877
$100.50
$33.26
$123,5ZZ,79S
$103.42
$35.35
"ota!
$2,068,381,101
saoo
saoo
CunutaBve 01 scouted  
Totals  
M on
S per household per month
$998,455,337
$44.24
$13.74
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
year 1993
Recydng 13%
Ban 0%
Comootong 19%
W TE 58%
TOTAL 90%
Vofcime Reduction Achieved (% )
Recydng 14%
Ban 0%
C om m ting 13%
W TE 86%
TOTAL 93%
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REGIONAL COST Regionl
XI. Recycle 25% o f Recyclables, Compost YW  and Sludge, WTE for Rem ainder
W ASTE VO LU M E  Y e a r  1993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residual AsM
Psuedo-Total Waste Disposal
2.231,111
2E5.327
60,736
275,096
60.732
283.002
60.747
2.577,830
275.857
60.848
2.834,027 3.006.926
270.239 266.957
61.030 61.139-333^023“
53,166.612
5.832.851
1,277.965
M.2J7.U/
3.896,968
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 372.478 380.972 400.912 444,928 498.799 535.625 9.146.025
Amotnr ExctxJed from  Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comoosted 346,063 335,828 343.749 336.705 331.269 328.097 7.110,818
Amount to WTE 1.858,632 1,886.201 1.966.028 2.132.902 2.335.228 Z471.301 44.020.584
Amount Landfilled 169.307 170.841 176.565 188 187 202.112 211,276 3.896.968
Total Waste Managed 2,746,480 W 3 .W 5  '* "*'3 ,752,72?""'“ "'S.TOTBB 1 ' w r a f t " ”
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
MSW
Yard Waste
Total Wasie CoSection Cost
RECYCLING
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
S12.828.063 
S5.75 
S4.576.516 
S16.04
S13.373,971 
S5.90 
S4.686.336 
S17.04
57.10
517.825.165
S7.53
S5.413.084
$19.13
$23,950,490 $32,323,665 $38,694,693 $478,681,639
$9.29 S11.41 S12.87 S9.00
S6.298.750 S7.359.969 S8.080.837 S127.146.978
S22.83 S27.24 $30.27 S21.80
$10.60 $12.78 $14.29 $10.27
MSW Totals
S/cu.yd.
S5.353.947 
SI 4.37
S5.476.295
$14.37
S6.321.085
S15.77
S7.358.378
S16.54
SS.605.944
S17.25
59.454.003
S17.65
$148,591,027
$16.25
transfer
Totals
S/cu.yd.
SO
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Total Waste Composting Cost
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
SO
SO.OO
53.633,558
S28.77
$1,298,902
$21.39
so
so.oo
$3,608,832
$30.15
S1.337.016
$22.01
SO
SO.OO
S4.290.966
534.29
S1.546.244
S25.45
SO 
SO.OO 
S4,840.111 
$40.38 
S1.791.353 
$29.44
SO
$0.00
S5.487.645
547.54
$2,078,690
S34.06
SO 
$0 00 
$5,918,360 
$52.44 
SZ273.078 
S37.1S
SO
SO.OO
$97,808,064
$38.45
$36,107,675
S28.25
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
“ 'W H E W "
$14.25 $14.73 $16.98 $19.70
... W 5W .3& "
$22.84 $24.97 $18.83
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
$47,678,454
$25.65
S49.28Z981
$20.13
$53,126,632
S27.02
$56,114,369
$26.31
S57.50Z170
524.62
$56,724,934
$22.95
$1,136,040,634
S25.81
LANDFILL
Totals
S/cu.yd.
$1,898,560
$11.21
$1,925,463
$11.27
SZ006.370
$11.36
SZ121.640 
$11.27
SZ269.794
$11.23
$2,376,884
$11.25
$44,005,083
$11.29
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
TotalS 
S/cu. yd.
S per fxxtsehdd per month
$77,288,000
$29.88
$2Z27
$70,680,893
$30.62
$23.12
$90,529,546
533.40
$28.38
$102,475,091
$35.10
$29.74
$115,027,877
$38.53
$33.28
$123,522,795
$37.04
$35.33
$2,068,381,101
5716.90
$598.64
Cumulative Discounted 
TotalS 
S/cu. yd.
S oer household per month
$896^55,337
$18.53
$13.74
REGIONAL COST: Regionl.
XII. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, WTE for Sludge and Remainder
W ASTE TONNAGE Y e a r __________ 1993____________ 1995___________2000 2005 2010 2013 T o m
GENERATION
MSW 802.539 810.436 838.255 895.521 964.268 1.009.674 18.536.910
Vara Waste 
Sewage Sludge
142.663
50.927
137.540
50.924
141.501
50.936
137.929
51.021
135,119
51.174
133.479 
51 265
2.916.425
1.071.573
Totai Amount of Waste 
W TE Residual Ash
99tMi9
109.223
998,908
110.143 113.580
1,084,476
120.566
T T s r a t r
128.943 134.455
" j i s s r s a
2.585.115
Psuedo»Total W aste Disposal 1,105,353 1,144,272 1,2/9.504 ....... 25,110,023
MANAGEMENT  
Am ou* Recyded 
Am otrt Exduded from Collection 
Amount Composted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount LandfiBed
125.311
142.663
0
728.155
109.223
127.073
137,548
0
734.288
110.143
131.994
141.501
0
757.197
113.5B0
142.771
137.929
0
803.770
120.566
155.821
135.119
0
859.620
128.943
164,571
133.479
0
896,358
134.455
2.949.031
2.341.777
0
17.234.101
2.5B5.115
Totai Waste Managed 1,105,352 1,109,051 l,-i<U,272 1,205.036 i5 .-li6 .fl23
W ASTE MANAGEMENT C O S TS
COLLECTION
MSW
Yard Waste
Total W aste CoSection Cost
Totals
SAon
Totals
SAon
S12.828,063  
$18.94 
SO 
SO.OO
S13,373.971 
S19.57 
SO 
SO.OO
S17.825.165
S25.24
SO
SO.OO
S23.950.490
S31.82
SO
SO.OO
S32.323.665
S39.98
SO
SO.OO
S38.694.693
S45.79
SO
SO.OO
S478.681.539
S29.62
SO
SO.OO
TotalS
SAon
$12,828,063
$18.34
$13,37^,971
$19.57
l i  M S S ,165
$25.24
$i6,956,4§fl 
$31.82
M 5,i5J.EE5
$39.98
'S J O T T S S T
$45.79
$478,68^.669
$29.52
RECYCLING
MSW TotalS
SAon
S5.353.947
S42.73
S5.476.295
S43.10
S6.321.085
S47.89
$7,358.378 
S51.54
S8.605.944
S55.23
S9.454.003
S57.45
S148.591.027
S50.29
TRANSFER
TotalS
SAon
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
COMPOSTING
MSW
Yard Waste 
Sludge
Totai Waste Composting Cost
TotalS
SAon
TotalS
SAon
TotalS
SAon
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
50.00 
SO
50.00 
so
so.oo
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00 
SO
50.00
so
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
TotaJS
SAon
J IT "
sao o
5 0 “
saoa
so
SO.OO
$u
$0.00
---------------- " 5 0 “
saoo
$0
saoo
W
saoo
W ASTE TO ENERGY
TotaiS
SAon
549.050.599
$67.36
S50.685.598
S69.03
S54.512.095
$71.99
S57.226.737
$71.20
S58.019.655
S67.49
S56.659.216
S63.21
S1,156.698.359 
S67.12
LANDFILL
TotalS
SAon
S2.065.608
S18.91
S2.094.253
$19.01
S2.180.021 
SI 9.19
S2.300.982
S19.0S
S2.455.800
519.05
S2.567.403
S19.09
S48.105.1C9
S16.61
TOTAL SOLID W A STE M ANAG EM EN T C O ST
UnOscounted
Tota ls
S/ton
$ per household per month
$09,298,218
$89.57
$19.97
$71,630,117
$71.71
$20.79
$80,838,386
$70.43
$23.56
$30,836,587
$83.70
$26.36
$101,405,064
$88.14
$29.17
$107,375,315
S8&90
$30.73
Icxal
$1,832,076,133
saoo
saoo
C u n iattve  O lscarted  
Totals  
SAon
S per household per month
$886,272,897
$39.35
$12.22
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
year 1993
Recycling 13%
Ban 14%
Composting 0%
W TE 62%
TOTAL 89%
Volume Reduction Achieved <%)
Recycfng 14%
Ban 11%
Comooatlng 0%
W TE 67%
TOTAL 93%
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R E G IO N A L  C O S T  R e g io n l
XII. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW , WTE for Sludge and Rem ainder
W A STE VO LU M E  Y e a r 1993 1995 2000 2005
G ENERATIO N
M SW 2.231.111 2.267.172 2 3 6 6 ,9 4 0 2,577 .830
Yard W aste 285.327 275,096 283.002 275.857
Sewage Sludge 60 .736 50.732 60.747 60 .848
Total Amount of W aste — SOT.?rcr-■"TTOflT"
W T E  Residual Ash 132 0 39 183.572 189299 200^943Psuedo-Total W a ste  Disposal “ t , 7 5 8 , i l i 2 ,786,b72 2.BB8.988 3,115,478
2013
M A NAG EM ENT  
A/noun: R e c /d e d  
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Composted  
Amount to W T E  
Amount Landfilled 
Total W aste  Managed
3 72 ,479
2 85 ,3270
1.919,368
182.039
380.972
275,0960
1,946.933
183.572
400.911
283.0020
2.026.775
189.299■" ..... iws'/a1111 1886,
444.928
275.857
0
2,193 ,750
200.943"CTTOTT
2.834.027
270.239
61,030
498.799
270.2390
2.396.258
214.905■wmjskm
266.957
61.139
535 .625
266 ,957
0
2.532.441
2 24 ,092
5.832.851
1.277.965
4 3 0 & 5 2 5
9 .146,025
4 .683.553
0
46 .447,346  
4 3 08 .525
W A STE M A N A G EM EN T C O S T S
C O LLECTIO N
M SW
Yard W aste
Total W aste  Collection Cost
RECYCLING
M SW
TRANSFER
C O M P O S TIN G
M SW
Yard W est®
Sludge
Total W a ste  Composting Cost 
W A S TE  T O  E N E R G Y  
LANDFILL
Total S 
S/Cu.yd 
Total S 
S/ai.yd.
Total s 
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
Totals
5/cu.yd.
S12,828 .063  
S5.10  
SO 
SO.OO
S5.353.947
S14.37
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO$0.00
so
so.oo
50$0.00
$49 ,050 ,599
S25.56
S 2.065.608
S11.35
S13.373.971
S5.26
SO
SO.OO
S17.825.165
S6.73
SO
SO.OO
S23.950.490  
S8.39  
SO $0 00
$32 ,323,665
S10.41
SO
SO.OO
S 38.694.693
S11.82
$0
SO.OO
$5.26 $8.73
$5 ,476,295 56.321,085
$14.37  515.77
SO
SO.OO
so50.00
so50.00
so50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
$8.39
S7.358.378
516.54
$030.00
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
$050.00
'HgSECWT
$10.41
S8.605.944  
S 17.25
SO
SO.OO
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
SO50.00
$11.82
S 9.454.003  
S 17.65
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo50
so.oo
so
so.oo
—vr
$0.00
t i t
$0.00
S50.685.598 S54.512.095
$26.03  $26.90
$2,094,253
S11.41
S2.1B0.Q21
511.52
—RT 
$0.00
S57.226.737
S26.09
$2,300 ,982
$11.45
—w  $0.00
$58,019 ,655
S24.21
$ 2 4 5 5 .8 0 0
S11.43
so
$0.00
S 56.659.216
S22.37
$ 2 5 6 7 .4 0 3
$11 .46
$478 ,681 ,639
S8.11
SO
SO.OO
S3.11
S 148.591.027
$16,25
$0
SO.OO
so
so.oo
$0
so.oo
so
so.oo
—jr$0.00
5 1 .156 .698 .35 9
$24.90
$48 ,105,109  
511.17
TOTAL SO LID  W A S T E  M A N A G EM EN T C O S T
TotalS $69,298,216 $71,630,117 $80,838,386 $90,630,587 $101,405,064 $107,375,315 $1,832,076,133
S/cu. yd. $20.89 $27.52 $29.82 $31.17 $32.04 $32.20 $635.50
S per household per month $16.07 $20.79 $23.58 $26.38 $29.17 $30.73 S530.23
Cumulative Dlscourtod
TotalS $886,272,667
S /cu  yd. $14.70
S per household per month $12.22
APPENDIX F - REGIONAL ISWM SUMMARY COST SAVING 
PROJECTIONS UTILIZING THE PROPOSED NEW METHODOLOGY
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REGIONAL COST SAVING Regionl 
I. C ontinue Landfilling All W astes
WASTE TONNAGE__________________ Y e a r   1993    ‘ 995 :cco 2010 2013 Total
G E N E R A TIO N
M S W
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Tota l Am ount o t  W as to  
W T E  Residual Ash
302.539  
142.563  
50 927
0
310 435 
137 543 
50 924
0
333.255  
141.501 
50 936  
i.0 3 0 .B 9 2 "  
3
3S5.521 
•27 .929  
51 021
1 .2 6 4 .4 /0
0
364 268  
135,119  
51 174
0
1,009.674  
133.479  
51 265
0
18.536.910  
2.916.425  
1.071 573
0
Psu ed o -T o ta l W aste  D isposal ^96,129 ssd.dta 1,030,692 I.u 8 4 .i> 0 1,150,560 22,524,44d
M A N A G E M E N T
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 o 3 0 0 0 0
Amount LanofiBed 996.129 993 903 ‘ 020 592 * C34 470 1 '50.561 1.194 418 22.524 908
To ta l W aste  M anaged 998.908 1.020.652 1 .2 8 4 ,4 /0 \ A M M i 1 ,1 9 4 4 1 8 ' 5 1 S 2 4 .8 W
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLE C TIO N
MSW Total S 30 30 30 SO so SO so
S/ton SO.CO 30 CO SO.CO 30 00 30.00 so.oo so.oo
Yard W aste TotalS 30 so SO 30 so SO SO
3/ton 30.00 30 00 SO CO 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
To ta l W aste  C o lle c tio n  Cost
Total S ' 50 " 30 ’ SO "SO nT 50 io "JJJ
3/ton SO.OO 50.00 50.00 so.oo so.oo $0.00 $0.00
RECYC LIN G
M SW Total S SO SO SO 30 so so so
S/ton SO.OO SO.CO SO.CO 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
TR A N S FE R
TotalS 30 so 30 30 30 so so
S/ton SO.OO so.oo SO.CO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo
C O M P O S TIN G
MSW TotalS SO 30 30 30 $0 so so
S/ton SO.OO 30.00 SO.OO 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
Yard W aste TotalS so SO SO SO $0 so so
3/ton so.oo 30.00 so.oo 30.00 so.oo $0 .00 so.oo
Sludge TotalS so 30 so 30 so so so
S/ton so.oo SO 00 30.00 $0 00 so.oo $0.00 so.oo
T o ta l W aste  C om posting  C ost
TotalS ...............5b 50 50 so io sd "3b
S/ton so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00
W A S T E  T O  EN E R G Y
TotalS so SO so so so so so
SAon so.oo SO.OO 30 00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LA N D FILL
TotalS 5633.105 S633.105 $633,109 3633.099 S633.099 S633.105 $13,295,210
SAon SO.64 S0.63 30 61 30.58 S0.55 $0.53 $0.59
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n d isco u n ted iotal
To ta l S 5633,105 5633,105 $633,109 5633,099 5833.089 $633,105 513,205,210
S/ton 50.64 50.63 S0.61 S0.SB 50.55 $0.53
■I p e r h o u s e h o ld  p e r  m onth SO. 18 SO. 18 50.18 50.18 50.18 $0.18
C u m u la tiv e  D isco u n ted
To ta l % 56,640,029
S/ton S0.30
$ p er h o u seh o ld  p er m onth $0.09
year 1993
W eight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 0%
Qan 0%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 0%
Volume Reduction Achieved (% )
Recyclng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 0%
2 0 0
REGIONAL COST SAVING Regionl 
1. C o n tin u e  L and fillin g  A ll W astes
W ASTE VOLUME Year 1993 1995 2C00 2C05 2010 2013 fotai
G E N E R A TIO N
M S W 2,231.111 2,267 172 2.256 940 2.577 330 2.334 027 3.006.926 53 .1 6 6 6 1 2
YarO W aste 235.227 275.096 223.002 275.357 270 239 266.957 5.337 s *51
Sewage Sludge 50 726 60 732 60 747 60 343 61 030 51 <39 1 277 965
T o ta l A m o u n t o f W aste 2,603,000 2,710,689 2 .914,535 3.'165,198' "" 30.27W27
W T E  Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
P oued o -T o ta l W aste  D isposal 1 7 1 0 '6 8 9 ~ LISSOM " t s s r o r "
M A N A G E M E N T
Amount Recycled 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 2.577 174 2.603 COO : - ‘0 689 2 914 535 3 /6 5  296 3.335.023 50.277 427
T o ta l W aste  M anaged 1577. m  ,r 2,603.000 2,710,689 2 ,914,535 5 ,l6 5 f,2 K 5,335.023 ” 50,277^427
W ASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLE C TIO N
M SW  Total S SO so 30 SO 30 SO 30
3/cu.yd. 30 .00 30 00 30 CO 30.00 30 00 SO CO 30.00
Yard W aste  TolalS SO 30 SO 30 30 so SO
S/cu.yd. 30 .00 30 00 SO.OO SO.OO 30 00 SO.OO SO.OO
To ta l W a ste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S SO 50 50 'SO SO sd id
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo $0.00
R ECYC LIN G
M SW  Total S 30 30 SO so 30 so 30
3/aj.ya. SO.OO 30 00 30 CO SO.CO 30 00 so.oo SO 00
T R A N S F E R
Total S 30 30 50 so SO 30 so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO 30.00 30 00 30.00 30.00 30.00 so.oo
C O M P O S TIN G
M S W  Total S so SO 30 so 30 SO so
S/cu.yd. so.oo 30.00 30.00 30.00 SO.OO SO.OO so.oo
Yard W aste  TotalS so 30 30 so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO so.oo 50.00 SO.OO so.oo
Sludge Total S so SO so so 30 so so
3/cu.yd. so.oo 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 so.oo so.oo
T o ta l W a ste  C om posting  C oat
Total S so 50 50 so SO so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO $0.00 so.oo $0.00 so.oo so.oo
W A S T E  T O  E N E R G Y
TotalS so 30 so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
L A N D FILL
TotalS 3633.105 S633.105 3633.109 S 633.099 S633.099 S633.105 S13.295.210
3/cu.yd. S0.32 30.32 SO.31 30.30 SO.28 $0.27 30.30
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
rocai
To ta l S 5633.105 5633,105 5633,109 $633,099 5633.099 $633,105 $13,295,210
S/cu. yd. S0.25 SO.24 S0.23 $0.22 50.20 $0.19 $4.66
S p er h o u seh o ld  per m onth S0.18 S0.19 S0.19 50.10 $0.18 $0.18 $3.85
C u m u la tiv e  D is c o u n te d
To ta l $ SB,849,029
S/cu. yd. SO. 11
$ p er h o u seh o ld  per m onth S0.09
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II. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge
WASTE TONNAGE Year
G EN E R A TIO N
MSW 302.539
Yard Waste 142.563
Sewage Sludge 50.927
Total Amount of Waste 996,129
'WTE Residual Asn 0
Peuodo-Total Waste Olspoeal
310.436 
■37.548 
50 924
338 255 
141 501 
50 936 03^768^""
395.521 
137,929 
51 021"TSTOTT
964.268 
135.119 
51 174
i.Y&edo
1.009.674
133.479
51.2651
18.536.910  
2.916.425  
1 071.573
mum
M A N A G E M E N T
Amount Recycled
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount landfilled
Tota i W aste  M anaged
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
125.311
0
00
370 818
127.073
0
00
371 335
* 31 394 
0 
0 0
398 698
142.771
0
00
941 699t m&z"
155.821
0
00
994 740
164,571
0
0
1.029.846
t ram r
COLLECTION
C u m u la tiv e  D isco u n ted
Total 5 $6 ,516,787
S/ton $0 .29
$ per ho u seh o ld  per m onth  $0 .09
2.949.031
0
00
19.575.875Trocar
MSW Total S so SO so SO so SO so
3/ton so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo
Yard W aste Total S so SO so 30 so so so
3/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo
Totai W aste  C o llec tio n  Cost
Total S =" $0 $0 io $0 ltd "  id
3/tcn $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
RECYCLING
MSW Total S so so so so so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo 30.00 30.00 so.oo so.oo SO.CO
TR A N SFER
TotalS so so so SO so so so
SAon $0.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
CO M PO STIN G
MSW Total S so so so $0 so so so
SAon so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Yard Wasto Total S so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo $0.00 $0.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
Sludge Total S so so so so 30 so so
Srton so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
To ta i W aste  C om posting  C ost
Total S id $0 id id " " " io $6 n r
S/ton $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A S TE  T O  EN ER G Y
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LA NDFILL
TotalS S602.393 $602,396 S602.393 S602.393 $602,393 S602.399 S12.650.272
S/ton SO.69 $0.69 S0.67 50.64 S0.61 S0.58 S0.65
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n d isco u n ted i oral
To ta l $ $602,393 $602,396 $ 6 0 2 3 9 3 $ 6 0 2 3 9 3 $ 6 0 2 3 9 3 $ 6 0 2 3 9 9 $ 1 2 6 5 0 ,2 7 2
S/ton $0.60 $0.60 $0.59 $0.56 $0.52 $0.50
$ per h o useho ld  per m onth $0.17 $0.17 $0.18 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycing 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
W T E  0%
TOTAL 13%
Volume Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycing 14%
San 0%
Composting 0%
W TE  0%
TOTAL 14%
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R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  R e g io n l
II. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW
WASTE VOLUME Year
GENERATION
MSW
Yara Waste 
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residual Asn
Psuedo-Totai Waste Oispoaal
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled
Amount Excwded from Collection
Amount Composted
Amount to WTE
Amount Landfilled
Total Waste Managed
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
372.4730
00
; . :Q 4  695
and Sludge
2C 0Q  ZOOS
2.231.111 2.267.172
235.327 275.096
50 736 60 732
Z 5 7 7  174 2 ,603X 000
380.9720
00
2.222.028
2,577,174'
:.365.S40 2.577,830
283 C02 275.857
60 747 60 848
Z 309
444 92Q 0 
0 0
2.469 607
2.834,027
270.239
51.030"W IT0"TTS
498.7990
00
2.665.497
3.C06.926 
266.957 
51 133 
' 1365.1353"'0
535,6250
00
3,799.398
53.166.612 
5.832,351 
i  277 965
0
9.146.025000
51 131 402
COLLECTION
MSW Total S 
3/cu.yd. 
Yard Waste Total S 
3/cu.yd.
Total Waste Collection Cost
SO 
SO 00 
30 
SO.OO
so
so.oo
30
30.00
30 
30 00 
30 
30 00
30
50.00 
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
$0
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
~ oral S 40 -----------  40 SO 4b sb ' "43 "... 4b
3/cu yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO " so.oo so.oo so.oo
RECYCLING
MSW Total S SO 30 SO 30 so so so
3/cu yd. 30.00 30.00 SO.CO 30.00 so.oo so.oo SO 00
TRANSFER
Total S SO so so so so so SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo $0.00 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
COMPOSTING
MSW Total S so SO SO so so so so
S/cu.yd. 30.00 SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO
Yard Waste Total S so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. 30.00 so.oo so.oo SO.OO $0.00 so.oo so.oo
Sluage Total S SO so so 30 so so so
S/cu.ya. SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total Wasto Composting Cost
TotalS 40 so so so so SO io
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS SO so so so so $0 so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS S602.393 $602,396 $602,393 S602.393 5602.393 S602.399 S 12.650.272
S/cu.yd. S0.35 30.35 SO.34 S0.33 S0.31 SO.30 $0.33
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total s S60Z393 S6OZ3B0 5802,393 $602,393 3602.393 $602,399
> otat
$12,650,272
S/cu. yd. SO. 23 S0.23 S0.22 $0.21 $0.19 $0.18 $4.44
S per household per month 50.17 S0.17 S0.18 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $3.66
Cumulative Discounted 
Total S 
S/cu. yd.
S per household per month
56.510,787
S0.11
S0.09
2 0 3
R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  R e g io n l
III. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge
W A S T E  T O N N A G E ___________________ Y e a r ________ ^993___________ ^995___________:ooo 2005 2010____________^013______________Total
G ENERATIO N
M S W
v ara W aste 
Sewage Sludge
302.539  
'4 2 .5 5 3  
50 927
310 436  
137 548  
50.924
338.255  
141,501 
50 936
395.521  
137.929  
51 021
964 268  
125.119  
51.174
1.009.674  
133,479  
51 255
18.536.910  
2.916,425  
1 071 573
Total A m ount o f  W as to 
W TE  Residual Ash
590.129
0
398.5*68
0
1.030,692
0
1 ,68 i.4?5
3
1, -150,5(13
0
1 ,194.418
0
2 Z  5 24.903
3
Peuedo-Tota! W aste  D isp o sal 596,129 & 8 .M 8  ' 1.(130,692 1 i'U/J,S6o" f , iW .4 - l i i 22.524,^08
M ANA G EM EN T
Amount Recycled
Amocrrt Exouaed from Collection
Amount Composted
Amount to W TE
Amount LanofiKed
125,311
0
193,590
0
pV/L 'l'S
127.073
0
188.472
0
583 264
131.994
0
192.437
0
706.261
142.771
0
188.950
3
752. "4 9
155,821
0
186.293
0
308 447
164.571
0
184.744
0
84 5 .1 0 3
2.949.031
0
3.987 999  
0
15.537 379
T otal W aste M anaged 5S6,12§ 339.908 i.’BW^NT1 1,1$ 0 .& 6 V " 'n W J A T f f ... " " a i s u w s "
W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T S
COLLECTIO N
M SW  
Yard W aste  
Totai W aste C o lle c tio n  Cost
Total S 
SAon 
Total S 
SAon
30 
30 00 
30 
SO.CO
SO 
SO CO 
30 
30.00
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.CO
so
SO.CO
SO
SO.CO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so 
SO 00
so 
$0 00
Total S 
SAon
iO
SO.OO
50
$0.00
$0 1 
$0.00
- 1- i d 1 
$0.00 $0.00 5Q.00 $0.00
R EC YC U N G
M S W Total S 
SAon
30 
30 CO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
SO 
SO CO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
TRA N SFER
TotalS
SAon
30
SO.CO
SO
50.00
so
so.oo
SO
SO.CO
so
SO.OO
so
$0.00
$0
so.oo
CO M PO STING
M S W  
Yard W aste  
Sludge
Total W aate  C o m p o stin g  C ost
TotalS
SAcn
TotalS
SAon
TotalS
SAon
so
30.00  
($367,537)
\S2.58)
SO
50.00
SO
SO.OO
(S362.752)
($2 .64)
SO
SO.CO
so
50.00  
($430,886) 
(S3.05) 
30
so.oo
SO 
SO 00  
($488,016) 
(S3.54)
SO
50.00
so
so.oo
(S557.060)
(54 .12)
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
(S 603.161)
(S4.52)
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.CO 
(S9.876.172) 
(S3.39) 
SO 
SO.OO
Totai S 
SAon
($387,537)
(51.90)
(|3e2,7l52l
($1.92)
($430,886)
(52 .24)
($488,016)
($2.58)
(3^57, odd} 
($2 .99)
(5 6 0 3 .1 ^ 1 )
($ 3 .2 6 )
($9 ,8 /4472!
($2.48)
W A S TE  T O  EN ER G Y
Total S 
SAon
SO
so.oo
50
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
$0.00
SO
$0.00
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS
SAon
S558.921
$0.83
S558.921
30.82
S558.921
S0.79
S558.927
$0.74
$558,915
S0.69
S 558.928
$0 .66
$11,737,352
$0,75
T O T A L  S O L ID  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T
U nalo co u n ted
Total S 
V ton
5 por h o u s e h o ld  p er m onth
$191,384
$0.19
$0.06
$188,168
$0.20
$0.06
$128,035
$0.12
$0.04
$70,911
$0.07
$0.02
$1,855
$0.00
$0.00
($ 4 4 ,2 3 3 )
($ 0 .04 )
($ 0 .0 1 )
Total
$1,681,180
C u m u la tive  D iscounted  
To ta l S 
S/ton
$ per h o u s e h o ld  per m onth
$1,309,437
$0.06
$0.02
year 1993
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 19%
W T E 0%
TOTAL 32%
V o u n e  Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycfing 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 13%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 28%
2 0 4
R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  Region"!
III. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Com post YW  and Sludge
WASTE VOLUME Year____  <993 '9 9 5  2000 2005 2010 2013 Tsai
G ENERATIO N
MSW 2.231.111 2.267 172 2.366.940 2.577,830 2.334 027 3,006.926 53 166612
Vara W aste 2S5.327 275.096 283.002 275.357 270 239 266.957 5,332.351
Sewage Sludge 50 736 50 732 50.747 60 848 61 030 61.139 • 277 965
Total A m ount of W aste 2,603,000 2,710.689 2,91<i,535 3,165,298
W TE  Residual Asn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pnuedo-Tota) W aato O ispoaaf " t z w : \ u 2.603.000 2,710.080 ' ' i t & ' & a
M A N A G EM EN T
Amount Recycled 372.478 380.972 400.912 444.928 498.739 535.625 9 *46.025
Amount Excxwed from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Ccmoosted 346.063 335.828 343.749 336.705 331.269 328.097 7.110.818
Amount to ‘W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount LancfiBed 1 353 633 1 586 200 1 966.028 2.132.902 2.235 228 2.471 301 44 020 584
Total W aste  M anaged '  2 ,577,174 2.603,000 2T10';t>8'9 2,014,535 “3.TS5,l86""u“ 5,325.623
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLECTIO N
M S W  Torai S 
3/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste  TotalS  
3/cu.yd.
Total W aste C o llec tio n  C ost
SO
SO.CO
so
30.00
SO 
30.00  
SO 
30 00
SO
30.00  
SO
50.00
30
30.00  
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
SQ
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
TotalS
S/cu.yo.
sb
so.oo
.... _j r . 
SO.OO
" ”  t o " '  
$0.00
i o " "
$0.00
"so
$0.00
£6
SO.OO
to
$0.00
RECYCLING
M S W  TotalS  
3/cu.yd
30
30.00
30  
SO 00
30
30.00
so
so.oo
30
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
TRAN SFER
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
so
so.oo
SO
so.oo
$0
3 0 0 0
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
CO M PO STIN G
M S W  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Sludge TotalS  
S/cu.yd.
T otal W aste  C om posting  C ost
so
so.oo
(S 367.537)
(S2.91)
so
30.00
30
so.oo
(S362.752)
(S3.03)
so
so.oo
SO
$0.00
($ 4 30 ,886 )
(S3.44)
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
(5488,016)
(S4.07)
SO
SO.OO
so
50.00  
(S557.060)
(S4 83) 
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
($603,161)
(S5.34)
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
(S3.876.172)
(S3.88)
SO
so.oo
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
( I3 S 7 .5 3 7 )
SO.OO
(5362,752)
SO.OO
($430 ,886 )
SO.OO
($488 ,016 )
SO.OO
($557,080)
$0.00
($803 ,181 )
$0.00
($9,878.1>2)
$0.00
W A S TE  TO  ENERG Y
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
LA NDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S558.921
S0.41
S558.921
S0.41
S558.921
S0.40
$558,927
S0.37
S558.915
50.35
S558.926
S0.33
S11.737.352  
SO.38
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $
S/cu. yd.
S per hou seh o ld  per m onth
3191334
50.07
50.08
$198,169
30.08
$0.06
$128,035
$0.05
$0.04
$70,911
$0.02
$0.02
$1,855
$0.00
$0.00
($44,233)
($0 .01)
($0 .01)
lo o t
$1,861,160
$0.70
$0.54
C u m u la tive  (Discounted  
Total S 
S/cu. yd.
S per hou seh o ld  per m onth
51,309,437
$0.02
50.02
2 0 5
R E G IO N A L C O S T  S A V IN G  R e g io n l
IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge
W A S TE TO NNAG E Y e a r '99 3 '9 9 5 : coo 2005 2010 2013 r ctai
GENERATIO N
MSW 2C2.S29 310 436 338,255 395 521 364 268 1.009.674 <0,536.910
fa ro  W aste M 2.£63 137.548 141.501 137 529 135.119 133.479 2.916,425
Sewage Sluoge :0  327 f  0.924 50 936 51 221 
— ""
51 174 51.265 1 07* 573
Total A m ount of W a ste 366.129 668.908 " 1.150,£ofl 1 ,184.4^8
W TE  Resicuai Ash 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
P tu ed o -T o ta l W aste  O isposai 1,030,69^ 1,084,470 ""WS0.M 0 ... 1,184,418 22.524,908
M A NAG EM ENT
Amount Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.821 164.571 2,949.021
Amount Excluded from Collection 142.663 137,548 141.501 137.329 135.119 133.479 2.241,777
Amount Ccmoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 155 “34 287 757 197 303 770 359.620 896.368 <7 224 098
Total W aste  M anaged 596.129 ' 383,907 T m M l 1 ,084 .4 /0 1,1$6'.$<S'0 1,184,418 22,&2<l,£05
W A S TE M A N A G E M E N T C O S T S
CO LLECTION
M S W Total S 30 30 30 30 SO SO SO
SAon 20 CO SO.CO SO.OO SO 00 SO.CO so.oo SO GO
Yard W aste Totai S 30 SO SO SO 30 so SO
3/tcn 30.CO 30.00 30.00 SO.CO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Totai W asto  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S 56 50
...
50 id
Sjtcn SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO 50,00 SO.OO 30.00 30.00
RECYCLING
M SW Total S 30 SO so SO SO so so
S/I on 30 CO so.oo so.oo SO CO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
TRANSFER
Total S 30 so so SO SO so so
3/ton SO.OO 30.00 so.oo SO.CO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
COM PO STING
M SW Total S so so so 30 so so so
3/ton 30.00 30.00 30.00 so 00 $0.00 so.oo so.oo
Yard W aste Total S 30 SO 30 SO SO so so
M on SO.OO 30.00 30.00 SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Sludge TotalS 30 SO SO so SO so so
3/ton 30 00 30 00 SO.OO SO.CO SO.OO so.oo so.oo
Totai W aste C o m p o stin g  C ost
TotalS 30 SO 46 id "5 0 so " ifl
S/ton 30.00 so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo 30.00
W A STE TO  EN ERG Y
TotalS so so SO 30 so so so
S/ton 30.00 so.oo $0.00 30.00 SO.OO so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
Total S 3576.284 S576.292 S576.279 5576.284 S576.284 S576.291 S1Z101.966
S/ton 30.79 S0.78 S0.76 S0.72 SO.67 SO.64 SOTO
TO TAt. SO LID  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  CO ST
U n discountsa Tctai
To tai S 3570,284 S578.292 $576,279 $576,284 5578,284 $576,291 312.101,966
S/ton 30.58 S0.58 S0.56 50.53 50.50 S0.48
$ per h o u s e h o ld  per m onth 30.17 JO. 17 SO. 17 50.17 SO. 17 50.18
C um ulative  O iscountod
To ta i 5 36.234,330
S/ton 30.28
3 p er h o u s e h o ld  p er m onth 30.09
year 1993
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 13%
San 14%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 27%
Volume Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 14%
Ban 11%
Composting 0%
W T E 0%
TOTAL 26%
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IV. Recycle 25% of Recyclable, Ban
W A S TE  V O LU M E
Y W , Land fiil S ludge
1995 :0 0 0  2005
G ENER A TIO N
M SW
Vara W aste  
Sewage Stuage
Total A m ount of W aste  
'WTE Residual Asn
Psuedo-Tota i W aste  O iepoeal
M A N A G EM EN T  
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Composted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount Landfilled
Totai W aste  M anaged
W A S TE M A N A G E M E N T CO STS
: . 2 3 t . m  
235.327 
•50 736
1577,174o
577TT7
372.479
285.32700
t 919  358
7 * 7 2  2.266 .940 2,577.330 2.834 027
: C96 283.002 275.857 270.239
60.747 60 848 61 030
£,710,689 2.9U.535 " 3,165,596
3.006.925 
266.957 
51 '3 5  
3,335,0
3 8 0 .S72 
275.C96 0 0
1.946 923
400.911
283.00200
2 026.776
444 928 
275.857 0 0
2.193.750
498.799 
270.239 
0 • 0
2.396.258
1355.023
535 625 
266.957 
0 0
2 532.441
2,577.174 2.603.000 2,710,6:
COLLECTIO N
53.156.612 
5.332.851 
7 965
9 .‘ 46.025 
4.633,553 0 0
46.447 849
M SW  Totai 5 30 so so SO 30 SO SO
S/cu yd SO.OO 30.00 so.oo 50.00 SO.OO SO 00 so.oo
Yard W aste Totai S SO SO so so so so SO
3/cj.yd SO.OO 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  Coat
Total 3 io . . .  , $0 so SO
S/cu.yd SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
RECYCLING
M SW  Total S 30 30 so so so 30 so
3/cu.yd 30.00 30.00 so.oo SO 00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
TRANSFER
TotalS SO 30 so so SO $0 so
3/cu.yd SO 00 SO 00 so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo
C O M PO STING
M SW  Total S SO so so 30 so so so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO
Yard W aste  Total S so so so so so so so
5/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo so.oo $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00
Sludge TotalS SO so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total W aste  C om posting  C ost
Total S so so 50 so so so so
S/cu.yd so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo
W A S TE  T O  EN ER G Y
Total S so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00
LANDFILL
TotalS S576.284 $5 7 6 ,2 9 2 $576,279 $576,284 $576,284 S576.291 S12.101.966
3/cu.yd. S0.41 S0.4Q S0.39 SO. 37 $0.34 $0.33 $0.30
TO TA L -S O U D  W A S T E  M A N A G EM EN T COST
Total $ $576,284 $576,292 $576,279 SS76.284 $576,284 $576,291
Total
$12,101,998
S/cu. yd. $0.22 $0.22 $0.21 S0.20 $0.18 $0.17 $4.25
$ per ho u seh o ld  per m onth $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.16 $3.50
C u m u la tive  D iscounted  
Total $
S/cu. yd.
S per ho u seh o ld  per m onth
$6,234,330
$0.10
$0.09
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V. C om post All
W A S T E  TO NNAG E__________________ Y e a r ________ 1993___________ ]9 9 5__________ 2000 2005 2010 2013 'oral
G EN ER A TIO N
MSW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Resiouai Asn
Psuedo-Total Waste Disposal
802.539 310.436
142,663 137.548
50 .927  50.924
“ 358.1230
996. tea"'
“ 35b,9
338.255
141,501
50.936
1,036.555“o
395.521
137.929
51.021
o
964 268 
135.119 
51.T74
"Ctlfl.sso
1.156.556
1.009.674
133.479
51.265
_ 17194.410“  0
18.536 310  
2.316.425  
1 07
M A N A G E M E N T
Amount Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Amount E^cmoed from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comoo sled 996.129 998.908 1.030.692 1.084,470 1.150.560 1.194,418 22.524,908
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 0
AAA ': a >
0 0 0 0 0 3
Total Waste Managed 
W A S T E  M AN AG EM ENT COSTS
1 '■ " m .1 2 8  5ss.s6a'
CO LLEC TIO N
MSW  
v ard W aste  
To ta l W aste C o llection  Cost
Total S 
S^on 
Total S 
Srton
so
50.00
SO
so.co
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
30
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
30 
SO 00  
30
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
30 00
so
so.oo
Total 5 £6 56 " .......mW " ' ------ W  — , <n„  ^  -  - w ........ io
5/ton 50.00 so.oo so.oo 50.00 50.00 50.00 50,00
RECYCLING
MSW Totals SO so so so so so so
S/ton S0.00 so.oo 30.00 so.oo SO 00 so.oo SO CO
TR A N S FE R
Totals so 30 so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
C O M PO STIN G
M SW Totals so so so so so so 30
S/ton so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo SO 00 so.oo $0.00
Yard W aste TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
Siuoge TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
T o ta l W aste  C om posting Cost
TotalS 56 56 £6 *0 so 50 50
S/ton 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
W A S T E  T O  ENERGY
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO 00 so.oo so.oo
Total $
S/ton
TO TA L SO LID  W A S TE M A N A G EM EN T C O ST
so
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
Undiscounted
Total 5 50 50 50 50 50 30
Total
50
5/ton SO.OO 50.00 50.00 50.00 30.00 SO.OO
5 per household per month 50.00 50.00 SO.OO SO.OO 30.00 50.00
Cumulative Discounted 
Total 5 
5/ton
5 per household per month
SO
50.00
50.00
year 1993
W eight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recyolng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 100%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 100%
VoLm e Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycsng 0%
Ban 0%
Composting 100%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 100%
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V. C om post All
W A S TE  VO LU M E Y ear fS93 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Toial
G ENERATIO N
M SW 2.231.111 2.267.172 2.366.940 2.577.330 2.334 027 3.C06.926 53,166.612
Vara W aste 235 .327 275.096 233.002 275,357 270.229 266.957 5.332.351
Sewage Slucge 60.736 50.732 60.747 50.848 51 030 51 139 4 277 9S5
Total A m ount ot W aeto 2I37TTO.... 1 6 0 3 ,0 0 0 2,710,689 1 ^ 1 4 ,5 3 5 2,165,244 i ,  4^5,023 66,277:i27
'WTE Residual Ash 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
P suedo-Total W aste  Disposal 2 ,5 7 7 ,1 /4 2.603,000 2,710,689 2,914.535 “Vi as: iw " 3.535,023 " * 60,277,427 '
M A N A G EM EN T
Amount Recvcea 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Excudeo from  Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comcast ed 2.577,174 2,603.000 2.710.689 2.914,535 3.155.296 3.335.023 60.277.427
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount tancfi!ed 0 0 0 101 '01 0 •01
Total W aste M anaged 2,710,{j89 2 ,914.535 3,165.296
W A S TE M A N A G EM EN T CO STS
CO LLECTIO N
M S W  TotalS  
S/cu.yd. 
Yara W aste  Total S 
S/cu.yd.
Total W aste C o llec tio n  C oat
SO
SO.OO
30
$0 .00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
30 CO 
30 
so.oo
Total $ io '
—  ,
15 $0
, — ^  . ...
$0 M
S/cu.yd. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00 so.oo
RECYCLING
M S W  Total S so 30 so so 30 so 30
S/cu.yd. 30 .00 so.oo so.oo so.co so.co 30.00 so.oo
TRANSFER
TotalS SO so so so 30 so so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
COM POSTING
M S W  Total S so so so so so so 30
S/cu.yd. 30 .00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo
Yard W aste  TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. SO.QO so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
Sludge TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
Total W aate C om oostina  C ost
TotalS $0 $0 $0 so $0 so so
S/cu.yd. $0 .00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A S TE  T O  ENERGY
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. 30 .00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
TO TA L SO LID W A S TE M A N A G E M E N T C O ST
Total S $0 $0 $0 $0 so $0
ictai
$0
S/cu. yd. $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00
$ par hou seh o ld  per m onth $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
C u m u la tive  O lscounted
T o ta lS  
S/cu. yd.
S oer hou seh o ld  per m onth
$0
$0.00
$0.00
2 0 9
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VI. Transfer to W oodside (Continue Landfiiling Ail Wastes)
WASTE TONNAGE______________Year '9 93  1995 :C00   9005 :o io   9015 Total
GENERATION
MSW 302.539 310,436 338 255 395.521 364 268 1 009.674 *3 536 310
Yara W aste 142.663 137.548 141 £01 137.929 135.119 133.479 2.316 425
Sewage Sludge 50 927 50 924 50 936 51 021 51 174 51 255 * 07* £73
Total A m ount of W aste *8 6 .1 2 9 399,908 1.030.692 1,664,476 1,150.560 1.194.418
W TE Residual Asn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pauedo-Total W aa io  O ieposal WiSfl" " 3 5 8 ,8 0 9  ' ■“  1,094,V/O 1,-150,580 ""l.W-Tfs
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recyaed 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Exauoed from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Ccmoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount (.arwfiled 9S6.129 998 908 * 030  692 V034  470 1 150 561 1 194 418 22.524 903
Total W aste  M anaged 396.129 "  r "398 .908 1.050,662 1,084.470 “ Tiso.sar^ 1.194.41 21SU.MB
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTION
M SW Total S SO so 30 30 SO 30 SO
Srton SO.OO 30.00 30.00 so.oo SO.OO 30.00 SO CO
Yard W aste Total S 30 SO 30 30 30 SO so
SAcrt SO.OO SO.OO 30.00 SO.CO 30.00 so.oo 30 00
Total W aste C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S 3 so SO — " ' ™  SO so " T T
Srton SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo
RECYCLING
M SW Total S 30 30 so so so 30 so
S/ton SO 00 SO.OO so.oo 30.00 so.co 30.00 30 CO
TRANSFER
Total S 3418 .927 S428.114 3455.082 5489.507 3532.488 S563.182 3 1 0 .X 5 .4 7 3
3/ton S0.42 S0.43 SO 44 50.45 30.46 30.47 50.44
COMPOSTING
M S W Total S SO 30 50 SO SO SO 30
3/ton SO.OO $0.00 30.00 SO.OO 30.00 SO.OO S O X
Yard W aste Total S so so so so SO so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo 30.00 SO 00 so.oo so.oo so.oo
Sludge TotalS so 30 30 so 30 so so
S/ton so.oo 30.00 30.00 SO.OO 30.00 SO.OO so.x
Total Wasta Composting Cost
Total S so SO S6 so 56 — ' " I B 35"
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 so.oo so.x
WASTE TO ENERGY
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo 30 00 SO.OO so.x
LANDFILL
TotalS S606.648 S606.648 5606.652 $606,642 S606.641 3606.648 S12.739.611
S/ton S0.61 S0.61 S0.59 S0.56 SO.53 S0.51 S0.57
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Undiscountso Totai
Total S $1,025,575 $1,034,762 $1,081,734 $1,096,149 $1,139,129 $1,169,830 $22,745,084
Vton S1.03 $1.04 $1.03 $1.01 $0.99 $0.98
5 per household par month S0.30 $0.30 $0.31 $0.32 $0.33 $0.33
Cumulative Discounted
Total $ $11,497,046
Vton $0.51
5 per household per month $0.16
year 1993
Weignt Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycsng 0%
San 0%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 0%
Voitine Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycflng 0%
San 0%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 0%
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VI. Transfer to W oodside (Continue Landfilling All Wastes)
W A S T E  V O L U M E  Y e a r  1993 1995 2C00 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATION  MS',7
' 2ri Waste 
3e**ace Sludge
Totai A m ount of W aste  
•VT£ Residual Asn
Rsuodo-Total W aste  D isposal
,231 111 
235,327 
60 736
2.267.172
2 75.096
50.732
2.366 940 
233.002 
60 747
2,577.330 
275.857 
50 848
2.934.027
270.239
61.030"TTC' o
3.006,926
266,957
51.139
53.166.612 
5.832.851 
* 277.965
o"WTfTZTT
M ANAG EM ENT
Arroixn Recycled 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount £*cuaed frcm Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Comoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to WTE 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Landfilled 2.577 174 2.603.000 2.710 689 2.914 535 3.165.296 3.335.023 50 277 427
Total W aste  M an ag ed  2 5 7 7 .1 7 4  ' '  2 ,603 ,000  2 ,7 1 0 X 9  2 ,914,535".......... 3'!"165,296"" 1,1 J . 3 3 5 , 0 2 3 '  r~5o7^7^ii7~
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
CO LLECTION
M S W  TotalS SO SO 30 30 SO SO X
S/cu yd. SO.OO SO.OO 30 00 SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
Yard W aste  TotalS so 50 SO SO so so X
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO 30 00 30.X so.oo so.oo S O X
Totai W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
Total S " SO £6 it  "■ so
S/cu.yd. so.oo $0.00 $0.00 so.oo s o .x so.oo $0.00
RECYCLING
M S W  TotalS so SO so so so so SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO so.oo s o x s o .x so.oo X X
TRANSFER
TotalS $418,927 S428.114 S455.082 S489.507 S532.488 S563.182 S10.005.473
S/cu.yd. SO. 16 SO. 16 SO. 17 SO. 17 SO.17 S0.17 X .1 7
COMPOSTING
M S W  TotalS SO SO SO SO SO so X
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO s o x S O X X X S O X
Yard W a ste  TotalS SO SO SO SO so SO X
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo S O X X .0 0 X X
Sludge Total S so SO SO so SO X SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO so.oo S O .X s o x S O X X X
Totai W aste  C o m p o stin g  C ost
TotalS so so SO io $0 1o X
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 s o .x X X
W ASTE TO  EN ER G Y
Total S so so so x so X X
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo s o .x s o .x S O X s o x X X
LANDFILL
TotalS S606.648 S606.648 S606.652 $606,642 S606.641 S606.648 S12.739.611
S/cu.yd. S0.31 $0.31 $0.30 $0.29 $0.27 X .2 6 X .2 9
TO TAL SO LID  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O ST
Ictai
To ta l $ $1 ,025,575 31 ,034.762 31,081.734 $1,096,149 $1,139,129 $1,169,830 $22,745,084
S/cu. yd. 30 .40 30.40 $0.39 $0.38 $0.38 $0.35 $7.95
3 per h o u s e h o ld  p er m onth 30.30 $0.30 $0.31 $0.32 $0.33 $0.33 X .5 9
C um ulative D iscounted
To ta l 3 $11,497,046
S/cu, yd. 30 .19
$ por h o u seh o ld  p e r  m onth 30.10
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VII. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge)
WASTE TONNAGE Year
G ENERATIO N
M SW
Yaro W aste  
Sewage Sluage
Total A m ount o f W aste  
W TE  Residual Ash
Psuedo-T o ta l W aste  D isposal
M ANAG EM EN T
Amount Recycled
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to W TE  
AmouTt LanofiHed
Total W aste  M anaged
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
302.539
142.663
50.927
125.311
0
00
370.818
310.436
137.548
50.924356:309“o
398.908*
127.073
0
00
871.835
338.255  
141.501 
50 936
{,0307692
131.994
0
00
398.696
395.521  
137.929  
51 021
142.771
0
00
341 699
364 268 
125.119 
51 -T4
155.221
0
00
394 740
1 009.674  
133.479  
51 265
164 571 
0 
0 0
- 029 .8461.1 £0.561
C O LLECTIO N
C u m u la tive  O lecounted
T otai $ 511.325,334
5/ton 50 .50
5 per ho u seh o ld  per m onth  50.16
'■&. 526.910  
2.916.425  
* 07
2.949.031
0
00
‘ 9 .575 375
M S W TotalS SO 30 SO 30 SO $0 30
S/ton SO.OO SO.OO S0.00 SO CO so CO $0 00 30 00
Yard W aste Total S so SO 30 SO 20 30 $0
3/lon so.oo SO.OO 30.00 SO 00 30.00 30 00 SO 00
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C ost
TotalS 50 50 50 4o S6'
Srton SO.OO 50.00 SO.OO so.oo 50.00 50.00 so.oo
RECYCLING
M SW Total S SO 30 SO 30 30 30 30
S/ton 30.00 30.00 50.00 so.co so.co 30.00 30. CO
t r a n s f e r
Total S S428.739 S438,395 S467.855 3 505.162 3551 717 S584 870 S10.212.458
SAon SO. 49 30.50 30.52 S0.54 30.55 SO.57 30.53
CO M PO STING
M SW TotalS 30 SO SO SO so SO so
S/ton 30.00 SO.OO 30.00 30 00 SO.CO SO.OO $0.00
Yam  W aste TotalS SO so SO SO 30 $0 SO
S/ton $0.00 SO.OO SO 00 30 00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge TotalS 30 so 30 30 30 SO so
S/Ion SO.OO 30.00 30 00 30 00 30 CO 30.00 $0.00
Totai W aste  C om poeting  C oat
Total S 40 ..............  " 3 K T 50 50 it>
S/ton 50.00 so.oo 50.00 so.oo SO.OO 50.00 30.00
W A S TE  T O  EN ERG Y
TotalS 30 SO SO SO 30 SO $0
S/ton SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO $0.00 SO.OO
LANDFILL
TotalS S577.831 S577.835 $577,831 S577.831 $577,831 $577,838 $ 1 2 .1 3 4 4 7 5
M o n SO. 6 6 S0.66 S0.64 $0.61 $0.58 $0.56 50.62
T O T A L  S O L ID  W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T
U n a c c o u n te d iotai
To ta l 5 31 ,008,570 51,018.230 51,045.686 5 1 .0 8 Z 9 9 3 51,129.548 51,162.708 522,446,933
S/ton 31.01 $1.02 $1.01 51.00 50.98 50.97
5 p er ho u seh o ld  p er m onth 50.29 50.29 $0.30 50.31 50.32 50.33
W a y r t  Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycang 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
W T E  0%
TOTAL 13%
V o u rte  Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycang 14%
San 0%
Composting 0%
W T E  0%
TOTAL 14%
212
R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  R e g io n l
VII. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle
W A S TE  V O LU M E  Y e a r  :g 9 3
25% of Recyclables, Landfill YW and Sludge)
 *995 :CQ0 2005 2010 2013 Total
G EN ER A TIO N
MSW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
To ta l A m ount of W aato  
W TE  Residual Asn
P su ed o -T o ta l W aato  D isposal
M A N A G E M E N T
2,231.111  
285 .327  
50 736
T577TTU
2 6 7 7 7 2  2,266 9*10
275,096 223.002
SO 722 SO 747
2,603.000 2^16.58^ __ 0 0
2,577.330
275.857
50.848
2.824 027 3.006 926
270.229 266.957
51 020 51 ’ 29
:.so3';ooo 2i7fCK688_ 2;ra;53s” 0 0
53.166.612  
5.832.351  
1 277  965
MStrAT'
Amount Recycled 372.479 280.972 400.911 444 928 493.799 525.625 9.146.025
Amount Excluded from Collection 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount to W TE 0 0 0 0 0 O' 0
Amount Landfilled 2.204 695 2.222.023 2 209 773 2,469.607 2.665 497 2.799 393 51 131 402
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLEC TIO N
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C oat
Total S 
3/cu.ya
M SW  Total S SO 30 30 SO 30 so so
S/cu yd SO.OO 30.00 30.00 SO.OO SO.OO SO 00 so.oo
Yard W aste  Total S SO SO 30 30 SO so so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO 30 00 SO.CO $0.00 $0 00 so.oo SO.OO
"TO"
SO.OO SO.OO
M SW  Total S 
S/cu.yd.
30
30.00
SO
30.00
30
30.00
SO
30.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
Total S S428.739 S438.395 3467.355 3505.162 S551.717 S584.870 S10.312.458
S/cu.yd. SO.19 S0.20 S0.20 S0.20 30.21 $0.21 $0.20
CO M PO STIN G
M SW  Total S SO 30 30 SO SO SO so
S/cu.yd. so.oo SO.OO SO.OO 30.00 SO 00 30.00 $0.00
Yard W aste  Total S so so so so SO so SO
S/cu.yd so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.co SO.OO SO.OO
Sluoge Total S so 30 so 30 so $0 SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo 30.00 SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
T otal W aste  C om posting  Coat
TotalS so so so SO so io $0
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A S TE  T O  ENERG Y
TotalS so so so SO so so $0
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo 30.00 50.00 SO.OO
LA NDFILL
Total S $577,831 S577.835 3577.831 S577.831 $577,831 S577.838 $12,134,475
S/cu.yd. S0.34 S0.34 $0.33 50.31 30.30 $0.29 SO.32
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total 5 $1,008,570 $1,010,230 $1,045,686 $1,082,993 $1,129,548 $1,182,708
Coral
$22,440,933
$/cu. yd. $0.39 $0.39 $0.39 $0.37 $0.38 $0.35 $7.84
$ per household per month $0.29 $0.29 $0.30 $0.31 $0.32 $0.33 $8.50
Cumulative Discounted 
T ota lS 
S/cu. yd.
$ oer household per month
$11,323,334
$0.19
$0.16
2 1 3
REGIONAL COST SAVING RegiorU
VIII. Transfer to Woodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Compost YW and Sludge)
W A S TE  TO N N AG E Y e a r  1993 <595 :0 0 0  2C05 Z010 2013
GENERATION
MSW
Yara Waste 
Sewage Sludge
Total Am ount of Waste 
WTE Residual Ash
Peuedo-Total Waste Oieponal
302.539 310.436
137.548
0.924315; o
333.255 
41.501 
50 936
395 521 
137.929 
1 02
18.536.910
‘ 42.663 35.‘ *3 2.916.425
1 071 573!m w
HTOTS 12,524,&OB
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled
Amount Excluded from CoHecOcn 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to WTE 
Amount Lancrfifled
Totai Wasta Managed
125,311
0
193.590 0 
22S
996.129
127,073
0
0
683.364
131.994
0
192.4370
7Q6 261
142.771
0
188,9500
752.749
155.321
0
0
SC8 44 7
184.7440
345 103
2,949.031
0
3.987.9990
*5.587 379
1,030,692 1,084,470
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
COLLECTIO N
M SW  
Yara W aste  
Total W aste  C o llec tio n  Coat
Total S 
3/ton 
T otat S 
SAon
SO
so.co
SO
30 .00
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
SO
30.00  
30
30.00
SO
30.00  
30
50.00
53 
30 CO 
30 
SO 00
30
SO.CO
30
30.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
"otai S 
S/lcn SO.OO 50.00 50.00
50
50.00
50
SO.OO SO.OO $0.00
RECYCLING
MSW Total S 
3/ton
30
SO.OO
30
SO.OO
30
30.00
30
SO.CO
30
33.00
30
so.co
so
30.00
TRANSFER
TotalS
S/Ion
3 467 .525  
SO.69
S475.698
S0.70
3510.737
30.72
S561.995  
SO.75
S630.819
30.73
S680.859
30.81
S 11.479.470  
S0.74
C O M PO STING
M SW  
Yard W aste  
Sludge
Total W aste  C om posting  C oat
Total S 
SAon 
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
3/ton
SO
50.00  
(S 367 .537 )
($ 2 .5 8 )
SO
50 .00
SO
50.00  
(S362.752)
(52 .64)
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
<3430.886)
(S3.05)
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
(S488.016)
(S3.54) 
SO
50.00
30 
$0.00 
(S557.060) 
(S4 12) 
SO 
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
($603,161) 
($4 52) 
SO 
so.oo
SO
50.00  
(S 9 .876.172)
(S3.39)
SO
50.00
Total S 
3/ton
($387,
($ 1 .90 )
'(330i;>fe2i
(51.92)
($450,886)
($ Z 2 4 )
..
(52 .58)
($ 5 5 /0 8 0 )'
(52.99)
(*6 0 3 ,1 6 1 )
($3.28)
t * 8 ,8 V b ,T O
(32.48)
W A STE T O  EN ER G Y
Torai S 
S/ton
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.CO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
LANDFILL
Total S 
S/ton
S537.026
S 0.79
S537.026
S0.79
S537.026
S0.76
S537.031
30.71
S537 020  
SO 66
S537.033
30.64
S11.277.556  
$0.72
TOTAL SOLID W ASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n discountsa
Total 5 
Sfton
$ per ho u seh o ld  per m onth
$837,114
$0.64
$0.18
5649,672
$0.65
50.19
5818.877
$0.60
50.18
$811,010
50.56
50.18
$810,779
$0.53
$0.18
$614,731
$0.51
$0.18
iotai
$12,880,854
C u m u la tive  D iscounted  
Total S 
V to n
$ per ho u seh o ld  p er m onth
$6,064,521
$0.30
$0.09
Weignt Reduction Achieved (%)
Recycling 13%
8an 0%
Composting 19%
'WTE 0%
TOTAL 32%
Volume Reduce on Acnieved (%)
Recycsng 14%
San 0%
Composting 13%
WTE 0%
TOTAL 28%
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VIII. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Com post YW  and Sludge)
WASTE VOLUME Year 1993 <995 2000 2005 2010 2013
GENERATION
MSW
Tara Waste 
Sewage Sludge
Total Amount of Waste 
WTE Residual Ash
2.231.111
285 .327
50.736
2,267.172
275.096
60.732
2.366.940  
233,002  
50 747"171 war
2.577,830
275,857
50.848
2.834,027  
270.239  
61 030
3.006.926  
266.957  
51 139
53.166.612  
5.832.851  
'  277  965
P suedo-Tbta l W aste D isposal .....mz m : m m 'iT rra ff lT " ' " T f l T C T " " — m r f . x i r
M A N A G EM EN T
Amoum Recycled
Amount Excluded from Collection
Amount Composted
Amount to W T c
Amount Landfilled
3 72.478
0
346 .063
0
1.858.633
380.972
0
335.828
0
1 886.200
400.912
0
343.749
0
1 966.028
444.928
0
336.705
0
2.132.902
498.799
0
331,269
9
2.335.228
535.625
0
328.097
0
2.471.301
9.146.025
0
7.110.818
0
44 020 584
To ta l W aste  M anaged ’ ,rTT 5? 7 .i7 4 ,r” "T y iO .S A S " ' ' 2,914.035'
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
CO LLEC TIO N
M SW  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste Totai S 
S/cu.yd.
Total W aste  C o llec tio n  C ost
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
50
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
30.00
50
so.oo
SO
50.00  
30
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
TotalS
S/cu.yd, so.oo
$0
$0.00
$0
$0.00
' $6' 11 
so.oo $0.00 so.oo so.oo
RECYCLING
M SW  Total S 
S/cu.yd.
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
30
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
30
so.oo
so
so.oo
TRA N SFER
Totals
S/cu.yd.
$ 467 ,625
$0 .25
S475.698
S0.25
S510.737
30.26
S 561.995
30.26
S630.819  
SO.27
$680,859
S0.2S
S11.479.470
S0.26
C O M PO STING
M S W  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste Totals  
S/cu.yd. 
Sludge Total S 
S/cu.yd.
To ta i W aste  C om posting  C ost
SO
50 .00  
(5 3 6 7 ,5 3 7 )
($ 2 .9 1 )
so
50 .00
50
50.00  
(S 362.752)
(53 .03)
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
($430,886)
($3 .44)
SO
so.oo
SO
50.00  
(5488 .016 )
(54 .07)
SO
50.00
SO
so.oo
(5557.060)
($4 .83)
SO
SO.OO
SO
50.00  
(5603.161)
($5 .34)
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
($9 ,876 ,172)
($3 .88)
SO
50.00
Total S ($ 3 ^ 7 ^ 3 7 )  
S/cu.yd. SO.OO
(53^1^52)
$0.00 $0.00
($488,016)
$0.00
l$55fr.06<J)
$0.00 $0.00
i j w w w r
$0.00
W A S TE  T O  EN ER G Y
TotalS
S/cu.y<3.
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
LA NDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
S 537.026  
SO.40
S537.026
S0.39
S537.026 
30 38
5537.031
50.36
$537,020
S0.33
S537.033
S0.32
S11.277.556  
$0.36
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total S 
S/cu. yd.
S p er ho u seh o ld  per m onth
5637,114
50.25
50.18
$649,672
$0.25
$0.19
$616,977
$0.23
$0.18
$611,010
$0.21
$0.18
$010,779
$0.19
$0.19
$614,731
$0.18
$0.18
Total
$12,680,854
$4.52
$3.73
C u m u la tive  D isco u n ted  
T o ta lS  
S/cu. yd.
S p er ho u seh o ld  per m onth
$6,664,521
50.11
50.09
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IX. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill Sludge)
W A S T E  T O N N A G E Y e a r *993 1995 :ooo 2005 2010 2013 7ctai
G ENERATIO N
M SW
/ ara W aste  
Sewage Sludge
302.539
142.663
50.927
310.436  
137.548  
50 924
338.255
141.501
50.936
395.521  
137 923  
51.021
364 268 
135.119  
*1 174
1.009.674  
133.479  
51 265
18.525.910  
2.316.425  
* 07« 573
Total A m ount of W aste
W TE Res;a;ai Ash
996,129
0
998,908 1.020.692
0
1,084.47(1
0
U  56.566 i.iW .418
0 0
P suedo-Total W aste  D isposal 1.03O,b92'" 1,(384,470 1.150,560 1,194,418 22.224.900
M A N A G EM EN T
Amoum Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.821 164.571 2.349.031
Amount Excluded from Collection 142.663 137.548 141.501 137.929 135.119 133,479 2.241,777
Amount Comoo sled 
Amount to W TE  
Amount LanoflDed
Total W aste M anaged
0
0
723 155 
996.129
0
0
734 287
0
0
757 197 
1.030.692
0
0
803.770  
' "t.oW.470- '
0
0
359 620
0
0
396,368
0
0
17 234 C98
W A S TE  M A N A G E M E N T C O STS
CO LLECTIO N
M SW  
Yard W aste  
Totai W asto C o llec tio n  C ost
Total S 
S/Ion 
TotalS  
S/ton
$0
SO.OO
so
so.oo
30
3 0 0 0
SO
SO.OO
SO
30.00  
30
50.00
30 
SO.OO 
30 
SO CO
30
SO.CO
30
SO.OO
so
SO 00
so
so.oo
SO
50.00
so
50.00
Total S 
S/ton
i l l
$0.00
SO
SO.OO
$0
$0.00
$0
so.oo
50
$0.00
io
so.oo
46
$0.00
RECYCLING
M SW Total S 
S/ton
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
so
30.00
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.co
SO 
30 00
TRANSFER
TotalS
SAon
3 451.465  
SO.62
S 463 .911 
SO.63
3498.960  
SO.66
S546.S67
30.63
3607.652  
30 71
S651.225
S0.73
S 11.259.916  
$0.65
COM PO STING
M S W  
Yard W aste  
Sludge
T otai W aste  C om posting  C ost
TotalS
Srton
TotalS
5Aon
TotalS
SAon
SO
SO.OO
SO
$0 .00
so
so.oo
30
50.00  
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
so
so.oo
SO
50.00  
SO
30.00
SO
50.00  
SO
so.oo
SO
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
30
so.oo
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
so
50.00
SO
50.00  
SO
so.oo
so
50.00
Total S 
S/ton
$0
$0 .00
„  , " 
50.00
$0
50.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
so
$0.00
w
$0.00
W A S TE  TO  ENERGY
Total $  
S/ton
SO
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
30.00
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
LANDFILL
TotalS
SAoo
S553.329
S0.76
$553,337
S0.75
S553.325
S0.73
S553.329
S0.69
3553.329
$0.64
S553.336  
SO.62
S11 619.914  
$0.67
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n aiacounteo
Total 5 
S/ton
$ per hou seh o ld  p er m onth
$1,004,794
$1.01
$0.29
$1,017,248
$1.02
$0.30
$1,052,305
$1.02
$0.31
$1,100,296
$1.01
$0.32
$1,180,901
$1.01
$0.33
$1,204,581
$1.01
$0.34
i otai 
522,879,830
C u m u lative  D iscounted  
Totsl $
V ton
$ per h o u seh o ld  per m onth
$11,309 ,135
$0.51
$0.16
year 1993
W eiyrt Reduction Acrteved 1%)
Recycling 13%
Ban 14%
Composting 0%
W T E 0%
TOTAL 27%
V o iro e  Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 14%
Ban 11%
Composting 0%
W TE 0%
TOTAL 26%
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IX. Transfer to W oodside (Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW, Landfill S ludge)
W A S T E  V O L U M E  Y e a r *993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATIO N
MS*// 2.231 111 2.267 172 2.366.940 2,577 330 2 334 027 3.006.926 53.166.612
''arc Waste 285 227 275.096 233.002 275.557 270.239 266.957 5.832,851
Sewaqe Siodqe 50 736 50 732 60.747 60 848 61 030 51.139 1 277 965
Total A m ount of W aste 2.710.689 3.ie6.i66 3.335.023 66 .5 r y .4 2 7 '
W TE Resiouai Asn 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Psuedo-Tota l W aste  O faposal 3 ,335 ,023 60,277,427
M A NAG EM ENT
Amount Recycled 372.479 380.972 400.911 444 922 498 799 535.625 3.146.025
Amount Excuded from Collection 385.327 275.096 283.002 275,857 270.239 266 .957 4.663.553
Amount Comoosted 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amount Jo W TE 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
Amount LancrfiDed 1 91 9  368 1.946.933 2.026.776 2,193.750 2.296.258 2.532.441 46 447 849
Total W oate M anaged T s 7 Y ;iY X ~ "" 2 3 0 3 ,‘000 2,716.689 2 ,0 U ’ 4 3 *  "" 3.165.296 " T 5 6 5 . 6 S 3  ' '
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
CO LLECTION
M SW  Total S 30 so SO SO 30 so SO
S/cu.ya. SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO
Yard W aste  TotalS SO so SO sc SO so SO
S/cu.yd. SO 00 so.oo so.oo SO 00 SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total W ants C o llec tio n  C oat
Total S £6 46 50 46 "’ft" 56 50
S/cu.yd. SO.OO so.oo 50.00 50.00 50.00 $0.00 $0 .00
RECYCLING
M S W  TotalS so so SO so SO SO SO
$/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.co 30.00 so.oo SO.OO
TRANSFER
TotalS $451,465 S 463.911 S498.980 S546.967 3607,652 S 6 5 1.225 $11,259,916
S/cu.yd. 50.24 SO 24 $0.25 SO 25 30.25 $0.26 50.24
COM PO STING
M S W  Total S so SO SO SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Yard W aste  Totals so so so so so SO SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
Sludge Total S so so so SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO SO.OO SO.OO
Total W aste C om poetinq  C oat
TotalS 50 30 io 50 4o 50 50
S/cu.yd. 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
W A STE TO  ENERGY
Total S so so so SO SO SO SO
S/cu.yd. so.oo S0.00 so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO SO.OO
LANDFILL
TotalS $553,329 S553.337 S553.325 S553.329 $553,329 $553,336 511.619.914
S/cu.yd. S0.39 SO.39 S0.38 $0.35 SO 33 S0.32 $0.35
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
lOtal
TotalS SI. 004,794 51,017.240 51,052,305 51.100.290 51.160.981 51,204.581 S22.B79.830
S/cu. yd. 50.39 50.39 50.39 50.38 50.37 50.38 57.99
5 per household por month 30.29 30.30 30.31 50.32 50.33 50.34 56.62
Cumulative Oiacounted
TotalS 311.509,135
S/cu.yd. 30.19
S per household per month 30.16
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X. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, W TE for Remainder
WASTE TONNAGE Year
G EN E R A TIO N
M SW
Yard W aste  
Sewage Sludge
To ta l A m o u n t o f W aste  
W TE  Residual Asn
P au ed o -T o ta l W a ste  O iaposal
264.268  
135 119 
1
' .009 674  
33 479  
51 265  I. isW.418
338.255310.436  
137.548  
50 924
2 916.425: 37 329
071 573
■ S O TI'.i 50.5501,084.470
41 255
1.030,682
34 305
988.908
926 38Z130.623
5 43TZSO1 128,752
302.539
142.663
50.927
M A N A G E M E N T
Amount Recycled
Am outt Excluded from Colleen on 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount Landfilled
T otai W aste  M an ag ed
125,311
0
0
370.819  
130 6 23
127.073
0
871.835
130.775
CT26.752
131 294 
0 
3
398 693  
34 3C5 
1,165
142.771
0
0
941.699  
141 255
155,321
0
0
394.740  
149 211
164 571 
0 
0
1.029.847  
154 477
2.949.031
19,575.878
936 38225.4SUM
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
C O LLEC TIO N
M SW  
Yard W aste  
Total W aste  C o lle c tio n  C oat
C O M PO STIN G
M S W  
Yard W aste
Sludge
To ta l W aste  C o m p o stin g  C ost
W A S T E  TO  EN E R G Y
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
S/ton
Total S ~ 
3/ton
TotalS
S/ton
TotalS
S/ton
TotalS  
S/ton 
TotalS  
S/ton 
Totals  
S/ton
Total S “  
S/ton
SO50.00 
SO50.00
30
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
3050.00 
$050.00
so50.00
— nr
so.oo
30
so.oo30
so.co
30
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
30.00
so
so.oo
so$0.00
— v r$0.00
SO 
30 CO 
30
so.co
30 
30 00  
SO 
SO.CO
30 
50.00  
SO 
SO 00
30
so.oo
so
30.00
so
SO 00
so
so.oo
SO ST
$0.00 50.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00
so SO so 30 $0
so.co 30 00 SO.OO SO CO so.x
$0 SO so so so
30 00 SO.OO so.oo 30.00 s o x
30 
30 CO
so
so.oo
30
so.oo
—IT 
$0.00
so
30.00  
30  
SO 00
so
so.oo
 w
so.oo
3030.00
so30.00 
30
so.oo
—w$0.00
so
so.oo
30
so.oo
so
SO 00
—JT
so.oo
Totals S20 6 7 0 ,8 6 0  S 21.556.540 S24.850.127 S 30.030.508 S38.000.111 S 44.660.812
SAon 323 .74  S24.73 527.65 S 3 1 89  S38.20 543.37
SO50.00 
SO50.00 
SO50.00
— v r  $0.00
S618.841.829
$31.61
TotalS
S/ton
S332.186
S2.54
3332.186
32.54
S332.186
32.46
3332.186
32.35
S332.192
S2.23
S332.193
$2.15
S6.975.919
S2.38
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n d iaco u n ted
T o ta l S 
V ton
$ p a r h o u s e h o ld  p er m onth
$21,003,046
$21.08
$8.05
$21,838,726
$21.91
$6.35
$25,182,313
$24.43
$7.34
$30,362,604
$28.00
$8.81
$38,332,303
$33.32
$11.03
$44,993,005
$37.07
$12.87
Totai
$625,817,748
C u m u la tiv e  O laco u n ted  
To ta l S 
V ton
$ p e r h o u s e h o ld  p er m onth
$290,058,243
$12.88
$4.00
year 1993
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
W TE 74%
TOTAL 87%
Volume Reduction Achieved (% )
RecycSng 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 0%
W T E 77%
TOTAL 92%
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X. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, W TE for Remainder
WASTE VOLUME Y e a r
G ENERATIO N
M SW
Yara W aste  
Sewage Sludge
T otai A m ount of W aste  
’W TE Residual Asn
Pouedo*Total W aste  D isposal
M A N A G EM EN T
Amount Recycled
Amount Excluded from Collection
Amount Composted
Amount to W TE
Amount Lancrfilled
Total W aste  M anaged
2.231.111 2.267 .172 2.266.940
2 35 .327  275.096 283.002
50.736 50.732 50 747
J ,5 7 7 ,^ i  i,6 0 3 !o d 6  iw  10.689
217 .705  217 959 224 675
' "" 2,920" B T  ' "
3 72 .479  380.9720 00 0
2 .204.695 2.222 .029
217 705 217 959'TIU'm— T O T
400.9110
0
2.309.778
224.675TSSWer
2.577.330
275.857
~ 3 t 4
235.425
444.92800
2.469,607
235.425t rzmr
2.334 027  
270 239  
51 030
248.685
498.7990
0
2.666.497
248.6B5
3.006.926
266.957
51.139
2 57  462
535,62500
2.799.398  
257 462Tsrasr
53.166.612  
5.832.351 
7 965
4 393 972
3.146,02500
51.131.399  
4 893 972
AS. T O M '
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
CO LLEC TIO N
M S W  Total S SO so 30 so so $0 so
S/cu.yd. SO.OO SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO s o x
Y araW am e Totals so so so 30 so so so
S/cu.yd.
Total W aste  C o llec tio n  Cost
so.oo so.oo 30.00 30.00 30.00 s o x s o x
TotalS ............  JO 50 $ r
3/cu.yd. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 s o x
RECYCLING
TRA N SFER
M S W  Total S 
S/cu.yd.
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
COMPOSTING
M S W  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Sludge Total S 
S/cu.yd.
To ta l W aste  C om posting  C ost
T o ta ls ”
S/cu.yd.
WASTE TO ENERGY
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so$0.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
Total S S20.670.860  
S/cu.yd. $9 .38
SO
SO.OO
S21.556.540  
S9.70 ’
so
so.co
so
SO 00
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
5 0 “
SO.OO
S24 850.127  
S10.76
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
3050.00
so
so.oo
SO50.00
"Jo
SO.OO
50
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
30.00
so30.00
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
$0
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so-
so.oo
SO
so.oo
so
S O .X
so
s o x
so
s o x
so
s o x
330 .030 .508  S 3 8 .0 X .1 1 1  S 4 4 .6 X .8 1 2
$12.16  S14.25 S15.95
SO
S O X
>618 841.329  
S12.10
LANDFILL
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
$332,186
S1.53
S332.186
51.52
S332.186
$1.48
$332,186
51.41
$332,192
S1.34
$332,193
$1.29
$6,975.919  
S I,43
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
Total $ $21,003,048 $21,889,720 $25,182,313 $30,362,884 $38,332,303 $44,983,005
Total
$825,817,748
$/cu. yd. . $8.15 $8.41 $8.29 $10.42 $12.11 $13.48 $215.24
$ per h o u seh o ld  p er m onth $6.05 $8.35 $7.34 $0.61 $11.03 112.87 $191.04
C u m u la tive  D iscounted  
Total 5 
$/cu. yd.
$ p er ho u seh o ld  per m onth
$290,058,243
$4.81
$4.00
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R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  Region 1
XI. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Com post YW  and S ludge, WTE for Rem ainder
WASTE TONNAGE Y e a r
G EN ER A TIO N
M S W
Yara W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total A m ount of W aste  
W T E  Residual Ash
Peuedo-Tota l W aste  O isposal
M A N A G EM EN T
Amount Recycled
Arrpunt Excluded from CoOecaon 
Amount Comoosted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount Landfilled
Total W aste M anaged
WASTE MANAGEMENT COSTS
302.539 310.436 323 Z *^ 395.521 964.268 1.009.674 1 8 5 2 6 9 1 0
142.663 137 548 141 501 137.929 135.119 133.479 2.916.425
50.927 50 924 50 936 51.021 51 174 51 265 i 07* 572
396.1 *9 396.308 i.'020 .6§2 ' .... I. i  50,^60 ""  U W i d  .. *52 ,52 f.S O 0
101 584 102 505 •05  939 112.912 '•21 267 126.765 2 238 *82
125.311
0
193,590 
677.228 
101 584
188.472
583.264
102.505
121.394
0
192.437 
706.261 
105 9 29
142.771
0
188.950 
752.749 
112.912
v /fl
u
186 293 
308.447 
121 267
164.571
0
184.744
345.103
126.765
C O LLEC TIO N
2.349.C31
0
3.987 399 
15.587.379 
2 3 3 3  131
M SW  
Yard W aste  
T otal W aste C o llec tio n  Cost
Total S 
Srton 
Total S
s/ton
30 
30.00  
30 
30 00
30 
30 00  
30  
30.00
SO 
SO CO 
so
30 00
50
50.00  
30
50.00
so
30 00 
30 
SO.OO
SO
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
30 
SO 00  
SO 
30.00
Total S 
3/lcn
n,
30.00
■SO
30.00
SO
50.00
.......... . id ™
30.00
30
30.00
so
30.00
io
30.00
R ECYCLING
M SW Total S 
3/ton
30
SO.CO
SO 
30 00
30 
30  00
SO 
30 00
30
30.00
SO
so.oo
30 
SO CO
TR A N S FE R
Total S 
S/ton
30
30.00
SO
SO.OO
30  
SO 00
30
30.00
SO
SO.OO
so
SO.OO
SO
so.oo
CO M PO STIN G
M SW  
Yard W aste  
Sludge
Totai W aste  C om posting C ost
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
S/ton 
Total S 
S/ton
SO
30.00  
(S367.537)
(S2.58)
so
50.00
30
30.00  
(S362.752)
(32 .64)
SO
50.00
30
30 .00  
(S430 886)
(S3.05) 
30
50.00
SO 
SO 00  
(S488.016) 
(S3 54) 
30 
SO.OO
30 
SO 00  
(S557.060) 
(S4.12) 
SO 
SO 00
SO
so.oo
(S 603.161)
(54 .52)
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
($3,876,172)
(S3.39)
SO
SO.OO
Totai S 
S/ton
- ' i f lw . M n
(31 .90)
|iiS2.752y
($1 .92)
(3 4 3 0 ,886 )
(5 2 .24 )
(3466.0181
(32.58)
| 1 W
(32.99)
(3663, i d i i  
(53 .20)
(39,67^,172)
(52.48)
W A S T E  TO  EN ERG Y
TotalS
S/ton
S13.327.789
S19.68
S13.931.388
S20.39
S15.962.886
322 .60
S19.457.678
S25.85
S24.987.237
330.91
S 29.713.005  
S35.16
S 4 0 Z  548.160  
S25B2
LA NDFILL
TotalS
S/ton
3313.791
33.09
$313,787
S3.Q6
3313.786
32.96
S313.791
32.78
S313.791
S2.59
S313.791
S2.48
S6.539.601
$2.82
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST
U n o is c o u n te a
Total 3 
S/ton
3 per h o useho ld  per m onth
313,274.043
313.33
33.83
313,882,423
313.90
34.03
315 ,845,780
515.37
34.62
319,203,453
317,78
35.60
324.743.968
521.51
37.12
329,423.635
324.63
38.42
Total
5399.261,589
C u m u la tiv e  D iscounted  
Total 3 
3/Ion
3 per h o useho ld  p er m onth
3184,139.155
38.17
32.54
year 1993
Weight Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 13%
Ban 0%
Composting 19%
W TE 58%
TOTAL 90%
Volume Reduction Achieved (%>
Recycling 14%
Ban 0%
Composting 13%
W TE 66%
TOTAL 93%
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R E G IO N A L  C O S T  S A V IN G  R e g io n l
XI. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Com post YW  and Sludge, W TE for Rem ainder
W A S T E  V O L U M E  Y e a r t993 1995 2000 2005 2010 2013 Total
GENERATIO N
MSW
Yarc W aste  
Sewage Skjdqe
2.231,111  
285,327  
60.736
■
2.267,172  
275.096  
60 732
2.366.940
2S3.C02
60.747
2 .577.830  
275.557  
60 848
2.334,027
270.229
51.030
3.006,926
266 .957
51.139
53.166.612  
5.332.851  
1 277 965
Totai A m ount o f W aato
W TE Resicuai Ash 169.307
2.603.000
170 841
2.710,689
176.565
1 9 U .5 3 5
188.187
3,165.290
202.112 211.276
"" "  TO 7O TT
3.896.968
Peueao-Tota l W aste  D isposal ' 3.102:722 " 31367. 3 .5^6,280 34,174,355
M ANAG EM EN T
Amount Recycled
Amount Excluded from Collection
Amotrn Comoo st ed
Amount to W TE
Amount Lanofilleo
372.478
0
346,063
1.358.632
169.307
380.972
0
335.828  
1,886.201  
170 84 t
400,912
0
343.749
1.966.028
■>76.565
444.928
0
336.705
2.132.902
188.187
498 799
0
331.269
2.335.228
202.112
535.625
0
328,097
2.471.301
211.276
9.146.025
0
7 110.818  
44 020.584  
3.896 968
Total W oate M anaged W M e f i '2,773,842 U,i87UW i,±U4,2*8 174,39*
W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T  C O S T S
COLLECTIO N
M SW  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste  Totai S 
S/cu.yd.
Totai W aste C o lle c tio n  C oat
30
30.00  
SO
50.00
SO
50.00
so
50.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
so.oo
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
SO
50.00  
SO
50.00
Total S 
S/cu.yo. so.oo
50
so.oo $0.00
$0
$0.00
so
$0.00
$6
so.oo
$0
$0.00
RECYCLING
M S W  Total S 
S/cu.yd.
so
so.oo
so
SO.OO
so
30.00
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
TRA N SFER
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
30
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
COM PO STING
M SW  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Yard W aste  Total S 
S/cu.yd. 
Sludge Total S 
S/cu.yd.
Total W aste  C om posting  C ost
so
so.oo
(S 367.537)
(S2.91)
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
(S362.752)
(S3.Q3)
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
(S 430.886)
(S3.44)
SO
SO.OO
so
so.oo
($488,016)
($4 .07)
so
so.oo
so
so.oo
(S557.060)
($4.83)
SO
so.oo
so
so.oo
($ 6 03 ,161 )
($5 .34)
SO
so.oo
SO
50.00  
(S9.876.172)
(53.88)
SO
50.00
TotalS
S/cu.yd.
(4367,537)
{S18.675.75)
($302,752)
($17,793.74)
1*430,888)
{$19,064.09)
($488,016)
($18,879.63)
($55>.C60)
($18,023.34)
($603,161)
($17,155.22)
($9.6>6,172)
($382,435.17)
W A S TE  TO  ENERGY
Total S 
S/cu.yo.
313,327.789
S7.17
S13.931.388
S7.39
S15.962.886
S8.12
S19.457.678
$9.12
S24.987.237
S10.70
S 29.713.005  
S12.02
S402.548.160
59.14
LANDFILL
Total S 
S/cu.yd.
S313.791
S1.85
S313.787
S1.84
S313.786
S1.78
$313,791
$1.67
S313.791
S1.55
$313,791
$1 .49
$6,589,601
$1.69
TO TA t SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT COST '
Total 3  
S/cu. yd.
S per h o u seh o ld  ‘,;er m onth
S13,274,043 
S5.15 
S3.83
$13,882,423
$5.33
$4.03
$15,845,786
$5.05
$4.62
$19,263,453
$8.82
$5.60
$24,743,968
$7.82
$7.12
$29,423,635
$8.82
$8.42
ictai
$309,261,588
$137.17
$115.49
C um ulative  O iacounted  
Total $
S/cu. yd.
S per h o u seh o ld  p er m onth
5104,139,155
S3.05
32.54
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REGIONAL COST SAVING Regionl
X II. R ecycle 25% o f R ecyclab les , Ban Y W , W TE  fo r S lu d g e  and R em ain d er
W A S TE  TO NN AG E ________ Y e ar______ 1993__________ ^995 2000 2005__________ 2010 2 0 1 3 ________ Total
G EN ER A TIO N
M SW
Yara W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Total A m ount of W aste  
'WTE Residual Asn
Pauedo-Tota l W aste  D isposal
302.539 
142.663 
50 927 
390,129 
109.223
310.436 
137.548 
50.924 1 9^8,668 110 143
338.255
141.501
50936lO TT
113.580"ITTtCT/T'
395.521 
137.329 
51 021
f,084,470
120.566
364.263 
135.119 
51 174ijSBSfiO"
123.943
1.009.674 
133.479 
51 265
18.526 910 
2.916.425 i 071 573
M A N A G EM EN T
Amount Recycled 125.311 127.073 131.994 142.771 155.321 164.571 2.349.C31
Amount Excluded from Collection 142.663 137.54Q 141.501 137.929 135 119 133,479 2.341.777
Amount Composted 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Amount to WTE 728.155 734.268 757,197 303.770 359.620 396.368 17.234.101
Amount Landfill ea 1Q9.223 110.143_______ 113.560________ 120.566______ 123 943 ^34455 2.585 US
Total W aato Managod T , 105 .352  1/160,054 1,-144.272 1,205,638 1,279,503 1 ^ 2 8 ,8 7 3  25 .110X 23
W A S T E  M A N A G E M E N T C O S T S
C O LLECTIO N
M SW Total S 30 so so so 30 so SO
3/ton SO.OO so.oo so.co SO.OO 30 00 30.00 so.oo
Yard W aste TotalS SO so so so 30 so so
Totai Wpjsto C o lle c tio n  C oat
S/ton SO.OO SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo SC CO
Total S "so
S/Ton SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
RECYCLING
MSW Total S SO SO 30 SO SO SO SO
S/ton 50 .00 SO.CO SO.OO SO.OO 30.00 so.oo SO.CO
TR A N SFER
Total S SO 30 SO so so so so
S/ton 30 .00 SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo
CO M PO STIN G
M SW Total S SO SO so so so so so
S/ton SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.oo so.co so.oo so.oo
Yard W aste TotalS so so so so so so so
S/ton so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo
Studge TotalS so SO so so so so so
S/ton $0 .00 30.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
To ta l W aste  C om posting  C ost
TotalS " 56™ $0 50 $0 $0 $0 id
S/Ion so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A S TE  T O  ENERG Y
Total S S15.477.200 S 16.176.072 S18.522.770 S 22.509.929 $28,763,950 S 34.084.759 S476.252.249
$/ton 521 .26 S22.03 $24.46 S2B.01 S33.47 338.03 S27.63
LA NDFILL
TotalS S322.787 $322,787 $322,783 $322,782 S322.787 $322,787 S6.778.506
S/ton S2.96 S2.93 S2.84 32.68 $2.50 S2.40 S2.62
TOTAL SOLID WASTE MANAOBViEHT COST
U n o ieco u n ted Total
To ta l S $15,799 ,887 $16,498,859 $18,845,553 $22,832,711 $29,091,737 $34,407,546 $483,030,755
$/ton $15 .66 $10.52 $18.28 $21.05 $25.28 $28.81
$ p er h o u seh o ld  per m onth $4.55 $4.79 $5.49 $8.63 $8.37 $9.85
C u m u la tiv e  D iscounted
Total $ $226,013 ,898
S/ton $10.03
$ p er h o u seh o ld  per m onth $3.12
year 1993
Weight Reduction Acnieved  (% )
Recydng 13%
Ban 14%
Composting 0%
W TE 62%
TOTAL 39%
Volume Reduction Achieved (% )
Recycling 14%
San 11%
Composting 0%
W TE 67%
TOTAL 93%
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XII. Recycle 25% of Recyclables, Ban YW , W TE for S ludge and Rem ainder
W A S TE VO LU M E Year
GENERATION
M S W
Yara W aste  
Sewage Sludge
Totai A m o u n t of W aste  
'WTE Residual Ash
Peuedi>»Total Waste Disposal
1993
231,111
385,327
6 0 .7 3 6
’ 82 ,039 HBW
2.267.172
275.096
60.732
103.572OTS7T
2.366.940
283.002
60.747mm m r'
189.299
2.099,986
2.577,830
275.857
60.848
2.334.027  
270.239  
61 030
200.943THSOT" 214 905  3,380,201
3.006.926  
256 957 
51 ‘ 39
3”5 5 6 .T i5
53.166.612  
5.832.251  
* 277 965
4 308 525  " 84,58^52”
MANAGEMENT
Amount Recycled 
Amount Excluded from Collection 
Amount Composted 
Amount to W TE  
Amount LanofiSeo
372 .479
23 5 .3 2 7
0
1.919.368
182.039
380,972
275 ,096
0
1.946.933
183.572
400.911
283.002
0
2.026,775
189.299
444.928
275,857
0
2,193,750
200.943
498.799
270.239
0
2.396.258  
214 905
535.625
266.357
0
2.532.441  
224 092
3.146.025
4.633,553
0
46.447.346  
4 308 525
Total W aste  M anaged  
W A S TE  M A N A G E M E N T CO STS
a.899 ,688 3,390,201 o4.585.94d
COLLECTIO N
M SW  TotalS SO SO SO SO so SO SO
S/cu yd. so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.OO so.oo SO.CO SO CO
Yara W aste TotalS so so so so so so so
3/ai.yd. so.oo so.oo 30.00 so.oo so.oo SO CO so.oo
Total W aste  C o llec tio n  Cost
Total S id $0
S/cu.yd. so.oo $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 so.oo $0.00 $0.00
RECYCLING
MSW  Total S so so so SO so so CO
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo SC 00 30.00
TRA N SFER
TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo $0.00 so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo
COMPOSTING
M SW  Total S so $0 SO so so so 30
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo SO.OO so.oo so.oo so.co
Yard W aste TotalS so so so SO so 50 so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo sooo sooo so.co so.oo
Sludge TotalS so so so so so so so
S/cu.yd. so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.oo so.co so.oo
Total W a ste  C om posting  Cost
TotalS $0 $6 $0 $0 $0 io $0
S/cu. yd. so.oo $0.00 50.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
W A STE T O  ENERGY
TotalS S15.477.200 S16.176.072 S18.522.770 S22.509.929 S28.768.950 $34,084 759 S47S.252.249
S/cu.yd. S8.06 S8.31 S9.14 S10.26 S12.01 $13.48 $10.25
LANDFILL
TotalS $ 322 ,787 S322.787 S322.783 S322.782 $322,787 S322.787 56.778,506
S/cu.yd. S 1.77 $1.76 S1.71 S1.61 $1.50 S1 44 $1.57
TOTAL SOLID W ASTE MANAGEMENT GOST
; ctai
To ta l $ 515,799 ,987 $18 ,468 ,859 $18,845,553 $22,832,711 $20,091,737 $34,407,548 $493,030,755
V c u . yd. $0 .13 $6.34 $6.95 $7.83 $9.19 $10.32 $186.44
$ p er household per month $4.55 $4.78 $5.49 $6.83 $0.37 $9.85 $139.75
C u m u la tive  D isco u n ted
Total 3 $226 ,013 ,898
S/cu. yd. $3 .75
S per household oer month $3.12
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